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Abstract
In the age of accountability and assessment, there is a need to ensure that data
provided regarding student achievement can be effectively and appropriately utilized by
school site administrators in a systematic way to improve student achievement.
This study identified Heartland Educational Consortium Title I principals’ and
assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data as decision-makers in raising student
achievement, with primary emphasis on Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Model.
Quantitative results revealed statistically significant differences in data use by
administrators. Use of data by administrators for professional development was
statistically significantly different from school improvement, leadership, or data skills.
Data monitoring processes differed statistically significantly from school improvement.
School improvement was identified by administrators as the area in which they use data
most. Professional development was identified by the administrators as the area in which
they use data least. No statistically significant differences occurred between principals
and assistant principals in use of data measured by subscales. Principals and assistant
principals suggested that professional development, provided by school, district, and state
personnel, supported their use of data. Overwhelmingly, time was cited most often by
principals and assistant principals as a barrier to data use.
Findings suggest that administrators should continue to use data for achievement-
related decision making for school improvement. Specifically, administrators should
ix
continue to work with leadership teams, school staffs, and School Advisory Councils to
identify school improvement strategies using multiple sources of data and analyzing
trends. Contradictory findings imply that administrators reevaluate how they use data for
professional development. School district personnel should reevaluate their professional
development programs for administrators. An additional implication from the findings is
that district personnel must support school level administrators in “finding time” to
analyze data. District administrators should consider strategies for school level
administrators which eliminate time as a factor mitigating using data.
The limited sample size provides a need to replicate with a larger size. A larger
sample might provide insight into statistically significant differences between perceptions of
assistant principals and principals.
1Chapter I
Introduction
Introduction
“As the gap between low- and high-achieving students continues to grow and the
implementation of high-stakes, performance-based accountability systems becomes the
norm, the need for data—instead of intuition, tradition, and convenience—to guide
administrative and educational decisions has become increasingly important”
(http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf). Accountability mandates have
become a driving force in the necessity of data use by principals in making decisions
about school improvement and increasing student achievement (Creighton, 2007).
National legislation, which has increased the role and pressure of accountability, has
resulted in demands to use data for instructional decision-making (Breiter & Light, 2006).
The inception of The Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965
marks an expansion of the federal government’s authority in education which had
previously been a state responsibility. ESEA, enacted as part of President Lyndon
Johnson's War on Poverty, focused reform efforts and federal funding on the low achieving
students in high poverty schools. Title I, a cornerstone of the ESEA, was intended to
increase the proficiency in basic skills of disadvantaged children.
In 1981 President Ronald Reagan’s Secretary of Education, Terence Bell,
appointed the National Commission on Excellence in Education which published the
report, A Nation at Risk. The report, which characterized America’s public schools as
2“mediocre at best”, recommended increased salaries and higher standards for
professional development for teachers, tougher standards and graduation requirements,
and a more rigorous curriculum with more learner engagement time. The release of A
Nation At Risk was the beginning of achievement testing and standards-based education
reform in America (Jorgensen & Hoffman, 2003).
President George H. W. Bush’s summit of governors in 1989 resulted in the first
national goals for education which laid the groundwork for President Bill Clinton’s Goals
2000 in 1994. The overall academic performance of students and minority students was
an objective for the goal of student achievement.
Over the years, the ESEA was reauthorized as the Hawkins-Stafford Elementary
and Secondary School Improvement Amendments of 1988 and the Improving America’s
Schools Act of 1994. The reauthorization in 2002 of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA), the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001(NCLB), represents an
unprecedented emphasis on assessment, achievement, and sanctions. NCLB challenges
school administrators to focus their efforts not only on the disadvantaged students but on
all students. NCLB requires annual testing in reading and math in grades 3-8 and at least
once in high school, requires science standards and assessments in at least three grades,
requires that teachers and education support professionals meet new quality requirements,
and sanctions schools that do not make adequate yearly progress (AYP). Each state has
defined AYP in terms of minimum levels of proficiency goals of student achievement as
measured by state standards. Local educational agencies must achieve proficiency targets
within the given time frames specified by the NCLB legislation. School districts and
schools that fail to make adequate yearly progress toward statewide proficiency goals will
3be subject to improvement, corrective action, and restructuring (U. S. Department of
Education, 2001).
Schools and principals are in an unparalleled time in education as they face the
demand of high-stakes accountability while managing assessments, standards, and
student achievement (Daly, 2009). The use of data by principals is indispensable as
schools measure their progress against high-stakes accountability (Wagner, 2004). The
leadership of the principal plays an integral role in the data-driven decision making
required for schools today (Bernhardt, 2009). The success of schools depends on the
principal’s skills and understanding of the processes needed for the effective use of data
(Holcomb, 2004). As President Barack Obama, Education Secretary Arne Duncan, and
congress move forward on the reauthorization of ESEA, the emphasis on increased
accountability and student achievement will continue to play a major role in increasing
the use of data by principals.
Problem of the Study
Data use by principals can guide decision making for increased student
achievement and be beneficial in monitoring the accountability requirements that
principals face (Williamson & Blackburn, 2009). As accountability systems with high-
stakes assessments increase, principals must understand and use data to improve
instruction (Khanna, Trousdale, Penuel, & Kell, 1999). The proper use of data by
principals is an effective strategy for raising student achievement (Bernhardt, 2009; Earl
& Katz, 2006; Holcomb, 2004; Johnson, 2002). Schools receive and collect vast amounts
of data; however, they do not use the data in a systematic way to identify strengths and
weaknesses nor strategies for improvement (Bernhardt, 2004; Earl, & Katz, 2006;
4Holcomb, 2004; Schmoker, 1999, http://www.principalspartnership.com/). Most
schools collect data to comply with organizational requirements rather than make
meaningful school improvement decisions (Creighton, 2007). Principals, as instructional
leaders, are charged with collecting, analyzing, and using data as they lead the way for
student achievement (Usdan, McCloud, & Podmostko, (2000).
Insightful leaders guide their staff in data-driven decision making
(http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf). However, the school principal
fails to use data too often in decision making (Creighton, 2001; Earl & Katz, 2006;
http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf). More than ever, data-driven
decision making must be practiced by the school principal (Creighton, 2001).
Problem Statement
In the age of accountability and assessment, there is a need to ensure that data
provided, regarding student achievement, are effectively and appropriately utilized by
school site administrators in a systematic way to improve student achievement.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title
I principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement, with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
Rationale for the Study
Given the research on the use of data by principals (Bernhardt, 2009, Earl & Katz,
2006, Holcomb, 2004, Johnson, 2002) and the requirements placed on schools by the
Differentiated Accountability Model, this study could be beneficial to the Heartland
5Educational Consortium (HEC) districts’ leadership and the school administrators of
these districts, as there is currently limited information gathered or shared regarding data
use or best practices among these similar districts.
This descriptive research study sought to gather information about the perceptions
of Title I elementary principals and assistant principals in their use of data in making
decisions to raise student achievement. The focus for the study was the perceptions of
data usage by principals and assistant principals of elementary Title I schools in the six
school district Heartland Educational Consortium. This study focuses on the 31
elementary Title I schools that are located in the Heartland Educational Consortium
(H.E.C.). The districts which comprise this consortium are Desoto, Glades, Hardee,
Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee counties. These districts are small, rural
communities with as little as two Title I schools in Glades and ten in Highlands. The
average number of Title I schools in these districts is five.
In the accountability era of Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Model
(HB991) and the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act or more
commonly known as No Child Left Behind Act of 2001(NCLB), the expectation of data
use by principals in the school setting is higher than ever before. NCLB requires schools
to make AYP, which is achieved if state criteria are met for each subgroup by
demonstrating progress toward state proficiency goals. In Florida, AYP can be met by the
status model, the safe harbor model, or the growth model.
The status model requires each subgroup in a school to achieve proficiency with
the ultimate goal that all students will be proficient by 2013-2014. Proficiency is defined
as level 3 or above on the Florida Comprehensive Assessment Test (FCAT). A school
6must also meet participation, writing, graduation, and school grade criteria to be
considered for AYP using the status model.
The safe harbor model requires a decrease in non-proficient students in subgroups
by 10% from the previous year, as well as meeting the participation, writing, graduation,
and school grade criteria. The growth model requires students in subgroups to be “on
track for proficiency”. A three-year growth trajectory is built based on past performance.
A student is considered on track if progress between baseline and current year data
increased by at least 33%.
In 2008, a pilot program of Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Model was
implemented, which is a consolidation of federal and state accountability systems for the
sake of identifying low performing schools. Both the federal NCLB legislation and the
state’s former school accountability system, commonly referred to as Florida’s School
Grades, were merged to create a seamless accountability system for Florida’s schools. On
August 14, 2009 the State Board of Education approved the full implementation of the
DA model. This rule allowed for the categorization of schools, level of assistance
provided to schools, and the support systems and strategies to be implemented by schools
and districts. The model consolidated non-Title I schools and Title I schools into
categories of differentiated assistance and support from the school district and the state
and clarified the requirements from the school. This categorization is referred to as the
Differentiated Accountability Matrix. Schools are organized into category I, Prevent I
and Correct I, which require less support from the district and from the state. Category II,
Prevent II and Correct II schools, require more support from the district and the state. The
7Strategies and Support document, provided by the Florida Department of Education,
provides the guidelines for the DA requirements for schools in the matrix.
As Title I schools fail to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) over time, they are
labeled as a school in need of improvement (SINI). This SINI status was used as criteria
for differentiation. The most recent Florida state board rule removes SINI language from
the matrix and replaces it with AYP counts. As schools fail to make AYP, the sanctions
placed on them become more severe, especially for Title I schools as they receive an
allocation of funds from the federal level. Allocations of federal funds to Title I schools
necessitate that principals can show documentation of student achievement as
justification of school programs and initiatives (Holcomb 1999).
NCLB legislation has intensified the need for principals to become more
knowledgeable in their role in the use of data to improve the achievement of students.
(Yeagley, 2003). However; Holcomb (2004) found that most principals are not prepared
to use data effectively as a result of little opportunity to learn in graduate school. Many
educators have little experience in using data systematically to inform decisions
(http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf). Most schools collect data to
satisfy requirements or expectations rather than for school improvement (Creighton,
2001). Effective data use for educators need not be complicated but a simplistic focus on
a few simple, specific goals (Schmoker, 2003). “Educators in schools that sustain
improvement know that gut feelings, instincts, and anecdotes are poor substitutes for
empirical data when important decisions need to be made (McREL, 2006).
8Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to identify HEC Title I principals’ and assistant
principals’ perceptions of their data use in their role as decision-makers in raising student
achievement.
1. To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals
perceive that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
2. What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision making?
3. Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the
perceptions of HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for
achievement-related decision making?
4. What supports and barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making do
HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they
experience?
Delimitations and Limitations of the Study
A delimitation of the study will be that the principals and assistant principals to be
surveyed are located in six school districts which are centrally located in the state. The
travel time by the researcher and the schedules of the principals and assistant principals
and their willingness to participate in completing the questionnaire are limitations.
The time to survey these principals and assistant principals by the researcher and
the time to complete the survey instrument are limitations. A limitation of the study is
that some respondents may be less able than others to recall retrospectively the
9information necessary to respond to all of the items in the survey instrument adequately.
In a structured response format such as a survey instrument, all questions may not be
equally unambiguous to the respondents. Some respondents may vary in the depth and
breadth of their information regarding the specific content of the items in the survey
instrument due to differences in their experience, personal interest and other factors.
Assumptions
The researcher expects all participants to be honest and forthcoming in answering
questions in survey instruments.
Definitions
Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP): NCLB states that each state is required to
define AYP in a manner as follows: "(i) Applies the same high standards of academic
achievement to all public elementary school and secondary school students in the State;
(ii) is statistically valid and reliable; (iii) results in continuous and substantial academic
improvement for all students; (iv) measures the progress of public elementary schools,
secondary schools and local educational agencies and the State based primarily on the
academic assessments ... (v) includes separate measurable annual objectives for
continuous and substantial improvement for each of the following: (I) The achievement
of all public elementary school and secondary school students. (II) The achievement of—
(aa) economically disadvantaged students; (bb) students from major racial and ethnic
groups; (cc) students with disabilities; and (dd) students with limited English proficiency"
(NCLB, 2002, Part A, Subpart 1, Sec. 1111, 2[c]).
AYP Count: “AYP Count means the value assigned to a school that did not
achieve AYP for two (2) consecutive years, starting from the 2002-03 school year. The
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school is assigned a value of one (1) AYP count if the school failed to make AYP for two
(2) consecutive years and increases by one (1) for each year that the school fails to
achieve AYP” (http://www.fldoe.org/board/meetings/2010_03_26/cover1099811.pdf).
Benchmark Baseline Assessment: “means a diagnostic assessment given at the
beginning of the year to evaluate students’ strengths and weaknesses on grade-level skills
in reading, mathematics, science, and writing”
(http://www.fldoe.org/board/meetings/2010_03_26/cover1099811.pdf).
Benchmark Mid-Year Assessment: “means a diagnostic assessment given at the
midpoint of a school year to evaluate students' progress on grade-level skills in reading,
mathematics, science, and writing”
(http://www.fldoe.org/board/meetings/2010_03_26/cover1099811.pdf).
Benchmark Mini-Assessments: “means diagnostic assessments given at frequent
intervals used to monitor student learning of recently taught skills, and to guide teachers'
instructional focus.” (
http://www.fldoe.org/board/meetings/2010_03_26/cover1099811.pdf)
Data use: Data use can be described as a driver in school reform efforts
(Bernhardt, 2004). For the purpose of this study, the focus will be the student
achievement data that principals and assistant principals use in the Differentiated
Accountability (DA) model.
Differentiated Accountability Plan: the accountability plan which streamlines
Florida’s school grade system with the federal No Child Left Behind Adequate Yearly
Progress system (http://flbsi.org/DA/index.htm) Differentiated Accountability State
System of School Improvement, Differentiated Accountability, and DA mean the
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accountability system used by Florida to meet conditions for participation in the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, 20 U.S.C. ss 6301 et seq. that requires states
to hold public schools and school districts accountable for making adequate yearly
progress toward meeting state proficiency goals.
Elementary principals and assistant principals: The Title I administrators, 30
principals and 24 assistant principals, in the Heartland Educational Consortium who will
be asked to complete the survey instrument.
Florida Continuous Improvement Model (FCIM): a method for effectuating
improvement that is based on the principle that student and teacher success requires a
continuous effort. Key elements include analyzing data, developing timelines, quality
instruction, and frequently assessing students.( http://focus.florida-
achieves.com/(S(uvzwkz555s40jy45lmdgf52l))/AboutCIM.aspx)
House Bill 991: authorizes the Differentiated Accountability Plan
(http://www.myfloridahouse.gov/SECTIONS/Bills/billsdetail.aspx?BillId=41179)
No Child Left Behind Act of 2001: Former President George Bush signed this
legislation in 2002 which authorizes states to establish standards, proficiency targets, and
assessments. (http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html)
Perception: has something to do with our awareness of the objects or conditions
around us and the impressions that these objects make upon us. (F.H. Allport, 1955 as
referenced by Fritz Heider, 1958)
School grade: the grade assigned to a school pursuant to Section 1008.34, Florida
Statutes, and Rule 6A-1.09881, F.A.C., except that a high school’s grade will be
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established solely by the FCAT scores and AYP for purposes of Differentiated
Accountability. (http://www.fldoe.org/board/meetings/2010_03_26/cover1099811.pdf)
Student Achievement data: For the purposes of this study, it refers to the data
used by principals and assistant principals in the Differentiated Accountability Model.
(http://www2.ed.gov/policy/elsec/leg/esea02/index.html)
Title I school list: (http://flbsi.org/pdf/2009-
2010%20Preliminary%20Title%20I%20schools%20list%2010-27-09%20DG.pdf)
Organization of the Study
Chapter I is an introduction to the study, which identifies the problem and the
purpose for the study. The primary research questions, limitations associated with the
proposed research, assumptions related to the research, methodology and a summary
completes the first chapter.
Chapter II reviews the literature related to the topic of this research: leadership,
decision-making, high poverty schools, culture, change, data barriers and research studies
that support the use of data by principals.
Chapter III discusses the method by which this research was conducted. A
description of the population survey instrumented is included. The survey instrument is
introduced, followed by the data collection procedures, and the research design. This
chapter concludes with a description of the data analysis.
Chapter IV discusses the results of the study. Potential participants and actual
participants are outlined in detail with a variety of graphs and charts. The processes of data
collection are described in detail. Descriptive statistics and results of the repeated measures
13
Anova and MANOVA conducted for data analysis are reviewed. The results from the open-
ended items are discusses and displayed in frequency tables.
Chapter V summarizes the study and provides a review of the results. Conclusions
and implications to the study are discussed. Recommendations for further researcher are
provided.
14
Chapter II
Review of Literature
Introduction
The purpose of this study was to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title
I principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model. This chapter contains a review of the literature in
leadership, decision-making, high poverty schools, culture, change, data barriers and
research studies that support the use of data by principals.
Accountability
“The challenges we face in schools today are increasing, and never before has the
importance of using data and evidence to make decisions about school improvement and
increasing student achievement been so crucial” (Creighton, 2007, p xiii). Schools and
principals are in an unparalleled time in education as they face the demand of high-stakes
accountability while managing assessments, standards, and student achievement (Daly,
2009; Johnson, 2002). As the federal government and state departments increase
accountability mandates, school leaders must obtain and develop data collection and
analysis strategies (Creighton, 2007). The use of data by principals is indispensable as
schools measure their progress against high-stakes accountability (Wagner, 2004). The
success of schools depends on the principal’s skills and understanding of the processes
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needed for the effective use of data (Holcomb, 2004). The effective use of data can help
school leaders make reflective decisions toward school improvement (Earl & Katz,
2006). The leadership of the principal plays an integral role in the data-driven decision
making required for schools today (Bernhardt, 2009).
Leadership
Leadership matters to student learning (Leithwood & Wahlstrom, 2008). Quality
leadership focuses on establishing a learning environment which relies on data for
decision making in a systematic way to increase student achievement (Bernhardt, 2009).
Effective leaders are necessary in this era of accountability to provide leadership based
on data-driven decisions to increase student achievement (Creighton, 2007).
Schools across the nation are grappling with low academic achievement of
students in high poverty schools while faced with higher standards of accountability.
Schools of high poverty continue to be schools in which students do not achieve at the
same high levels as other more advantaged schools (Caldwell & Ginthier, 1996; Cairns,
Cairns, & Neckerman, 1989, Rumberger & Palardy, 2005). The school principal can be
the change agent for ensuring that these low socio economic students have the
opportunity to achieve and to excel, despite their circumstances (Lewis, 1997; Olson,
2000). The school principal can play a pivotal role in the success of high poverty schools
by ensuring that students have every opportunity to succeed (Teske & Schneider, 1999;
Caldwell & Ginthier, 1996; Lewis, 1997). The school leader, the principal, must be the
catalyst for change and high expectations if students of high-poverty schools are to
experience success (Olson, 2000; Taylor, Pearson, Clark, & Walpole, 2000).
The metamorphosis of a school in most cases is the result of the leadership
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of the principal (Lewis, 1997). “A dominant belief in policy circles, driven in large part
by the academic-standards movement, is that principals, instead of being building
managers, should become leaders of instruction—dynamic, inspirational educators
focused almost exclusively on raising student achievement” (Olson, 2000, p.1).
Bennis describes the leadership necessary for organizations today is not that of
the past, which was a top down model in which the leader was the hero of the
organization (Bennis, 1999). What is needed in today’s organizations is a leader who
understands the significance of systems and collaboration. In order to be a leader today,
Bennis prescribes that the following competencies should be present in leaders (Bennis,
1999):
 appreciating followers for their accomplishments;
 reminding individuals what is truly important in the organization---reviewing
the vision frequently;
 working at generating a relationship of trust with the followers and sustaining
it in the organization; and
 working in a collaborative manner with the individuals in the organization.
These competencies promote a culture in which change can occur. The individuals
in the organization feel a sense of comfort and trust in the leader, which is important in an
organization desiring change. “The trust factor is the social glue that keeps an
organization intact and effective” (Bennis, 2000, p. 113).
Nanus (1992) explained the role of the leader as the change agent as he implements
steps for making a vision become a reality. A principal who guides and manages the
culture of the school through a vision is what is wanted in education. Burns (1978)
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described the purpose of leadership is to engage followers to coalesce needs and goals
into a common endeavor.
A multitude of theories describe the theoretical basis for leadership. Blake and
Mouton’s managerial grid frames leadership from the perspective of concern for task and
concern for people (Blake, & McCanse, 1991; Blake, & Mouton, 1964). According to
Blake and Mouton (1964) the five leadership styles are described as follows:
 Style 1-1: minimal management- This style is characterized by low concern for
people and low concern for production. This style is sometimes called Laissez-
Faire management, because the leader relinquishes his or her leadership style and
is more or less “out of it” (Blake, & Mouton, 1964, p 85).
 Style 9-1: management is task or authoritarian management – Style 9-1 is
characterized by a low concern for people but a high concern for production. This
leader organizes the work to minimize feelings and attitudes and “prevents the
human elements from interfering with efficiency and output” (Blake, & and
Mouton, 1964, p 85).
 Style 1-9: management is country club management – This style is described as
high concern for people but low concern for production. This manager believes
that “you can’t push people for production because if you do, they balk and resist”
(Blake, & Mouton, 1964, p 57).
 Style 5-5: management is middle-off the road management – This style is
typified as an intermediate amount of concern for both production and people
satisfaction. This orientation creates more or less satisfied people as they assume
that they must exert some effort.
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 Style 9-9: Management is team or democratic management – This style
exemplifies a high concern for both production and people morale and satisfaction
and assumes that there is no inherent conflict between production and the needs of
people. According to Blake and Mouton, this style results in improved
performance, low absenteeism, low turnover of staff members, and high people
satisfaction.
Frederick Taylor (1911) espoused four principles for the organization. First he
suggested that intuitive methods were to be replaced with scientific methods which would
result in the best cost-benefit. He believed that the best person should be placed in the
job and thoroughly trained for the task. He further believed in a collaborative work
environment, according to standards and procedures, and finally he believed that the
managers were to assume the responsibility for planning and preparing the work.
McGregor (1960) developed the Theory X and Theory Y leadership styles.
Theory X is based on the assumptions that people inherently do not want to work and
require management, control and an autocratic style of leadership. Theory Y proposes
that the worker does enjoy work if the commitment to objectives is associated with the
satisfaction of the ego. Theory Z (Ouchi, 1981) suggests that theories X and Y are not
compatible as the leader must have a concern for the employee inside and outside the
work environment. Furthermore, decisions are to be made by consensus and a
commitment to quality. Ouchi (1981) studied American (type A) companies which
provided short term employment and specialized careers with Japanese (type J)
organizations which valued the society more than the individual. He called American
firms which displayed type J characteristics type Z organizations, which more often tend
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to have long-term employees who learn job specific tasks in which the company has
invested time and money to develop. This style of leadership is more people-centered
than previous scientific theories.
Lewin, Lippitt, and White (1939) studied the leadership styles of autocratic,
democratic, and laissez-faire in a study of boys’ clubs. The autocratic leader was
observed to give orders and commands resulting in boys that were productive but less
happy. Laissez-faire leadership produced confusion and less efficiency which
consequently lead to less productivity and happiness in the boys. The style most
appreciated by the boys was the democratic style which produced more productivity and
happiness in the boys as a result of direction from the leader.
Hersey and Blanchard (1993) abdicate a situational style of leadership which
results from the relationship that the leader has with the followers. A follower’s readiness
level is likely to increase over time producing a different leadership style. There are four
styles of leadership as described by the situational leadership of Hersey and Blanchard
(1993):
 Telling: This style is characterized by a high level of task but low level of
relationship emphasis. This leader would be portrayed as controlling and
coercive as he gives directions and closely supervises.
 Selling: A more persuasive style of leadership is that of selling. This
leader has a high task and high relationship emphasis with the followers.
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 Participating: A participative style of leadership that shifts responsibility
to the followers and encourages their participation in decision-making.
This style is characterized by low task but a high level of relationship.
 Delegating: This low task and low relationship style exemplifies the leader
who turns over decision-making to the followers.
Synergistic leadership (Irby, Brown, Duffy, & Trautman, 2001) is applicable to
both male and female leadership but is reflective of the female experience. It further
addresses gender, cultural, and political issues. The leader does not make decisions in
isolation but is cognizant of the impact on the individual and the organization.
Constructivism (Shapiro, 2008) is learning which is created by the learner who
actively constructs his/her meanings and understandings. A constructivist leader, who
seeks to reform a school, will focus on meeting the interpersonal needs of teachers and
providing a professional work environment (Shapiro, 2008).
The contingency model of leadership (Fiedler, 1967) suggests that the group’s
performance is contingent on matching the appropriate leadership style, the acceptance of
the group of the style, and the situation. One style of leadership does not fit all situations.
Situational favorableness is described as the degree to which the leadership situation
provides the leader with influence. The contingency model defines situational control on
the basis of three elements which are the leaders’ relationship to the group, the structure
of the task, and the organization’s support of the leader by use of rules, rewards, and
sanctions (Chemers & Ayman, 1993).
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According to role theory, members of society occupy roles in society, groups, and
organizations (Bass, 1990). Most organizations not only have formal position
descriptions and role expectations but also unwritten, implicit role expectations for
administrators that come from the group (Gorton & Alston, 2009). The role of the school
principal is often defined by the administrator’s self-expectations and personal needs as
well as the expectations of others (Gorton & Alston, 2009; Getzels, 1968). Thus the
administrator’s role is a result of the individual needs and expectations versus the
culture’s needs and expectations (Gorton & Alston, 2009; Getzels, 1968). The
coalescence of the formal role job description and the informal, implicit role expectation
ensures that tasks are accomplished while keeping individuals less frustrated and satisfied
(Bolman & Deal, 2008).
The role of the school principal is more challenging than ever before, as principals
are faced with increased accountability, instructional leadership, curriculum
development, data analysis, and student achievement (National Conference of State
Legislatures, 2002). This evolving role, magnified by legislation from the state and
federal levels, has resulted in the need for a leader who exhibits two styles of leadership.
Principals must integrate the roles of the instructional leader who can analyze data and
lead schools in instructional strategies, as well as the transformational leader who can
lead schools by introducing them to innovations and shape the organizational culture
from within (Conley & Goldman, 1994; Leithwood, 1994; Hallinger & Leithwood,
1998).
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A belief exists today that principals should be instructional leaders, but most
principals don’t understand instructional leadership or how to lead in this manner (Fullan,
2009). Instructional leadership models have their basis in the 1980s from the research that
Edmonds did with effective schools. Edmonds (1982, p. 8) stated that characteristics of
effective schools are:
 The leadership of the principal notable for substantial attention to the
quality of instruction;
 A pervasive and broadly understood instructional focus;
 An orderly, safe climate that convey the expectation that all students are
expected to obtain at least minimum mastery;
 Teacher behaviors that convey the expectation that all students are
expected to obtain at least minimum mastery and;
 The use of measures of pupil achievement as the basis for program
evaluation.
Instructional leadership became the pervasive model in the 1980s and 1990s
(Hallinger, 1992). During the 1980s the principal was seen as the sole person responsible
for instructional leadership with no consideration of department heads, assistant
principals, or teachers (Hallinger, 2005). Hallinger and Murphy’s instructional model of
instructional leadership is the most widely used model (Hallinger, 2005). Hallinger and
Murphy’s study of 1985 in which the Principal Instructional Rating Scale was used to
survey 10 principals, 104 teachers, and 3 district supervisors found these dimensions of
instructional leadership: defining the school’s mission, managing the instructional
program, and promoting a positive school learning environment (Hallinger & Murphy,
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1985). These dimensions were further explained by ten instructional leadership functions
(Hallinger, 2005): framing the school’s goals and communicating the school’s goals,
supervising and evaluating instruction, coordinating the curriculum, monitoring student
progress, protecting instructional time, promoting professional development, maintaining
high visibility, providing incentives for teachers, and providing incentives for learning.
Lezotte’s (2009) first generation correlates of effective schools states that the
principal must act as the instructional leader in which he communicates the mission of the
school, provides a clear and focused mission, provides for a safe and orderly
environment, has a climate of high expectations, conducts frequent monitoring of student
progress, has positive home-school relations, and provides opportunities to learn and
student time on task .
Blasé and Blasé (1999) examined 800 teachers’ perspectives on principal
instructional leadership and found that instructional leaders should build a culture for
instructional improvement by:
 Acknowledging that change is resisted and is difficult;
 Recognizing that change requires risk taking and is a journey;
 Demonstrating respect for teacher knowledge and abilities;
 Talking with teachers about instruction;
 Making suggestions and giving and getting feedback from teachers about
classroom instruction;
 Developing partnerships with teachers;
 Emphasizing the study of teaching and learning;
 Modeling;
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 Supporting coaching;
 Providing time for peer opportunities;
 Providing resources for programs;
 Applying adult learning principles to staff development; and
 Promoting collaboration.
The instructional principal model which focuses on the principal as the centre of
expertise began to diminish in the 1990s with the popularization of shared leadership,
teacher leadership, distributed leadership, and transformational leadership (Hallinger,
2003).
Transformational leadership was introduced by Burns (1978) whose ideas of
transactional and transformational leaders serve as the foundation for the theory. He
defined leadership as the introduction of goals by the leader, which represent both the
leader’s and the followers’ desires. The transactional leader initiates an exchange with the
follower, recognizing the value of the person but there is not a sustainable relationship.
Transforming leadership occurs when the leader and the follower engage in such a way
that elevates both parties to a common purpose and relationship. Bennis (1959, p. 259)
describes transformative leadership as “the ability of a person to reach the souls of others
in a fashion which raises human consciousness, builds meanings and inspires human
intent that is the source of power''.
The leadership of the principal matters to student achievement (Leithwood &
Wahlstrom, 2008). A meta-analysis of twenty-two studies found that the instructional
leader has three to four times more effect on student achievement than the
transformational leader (Robinson, Lloyd, & Rowe, 2008). The researchers explained that
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the transformational leader is more interested in relationships than on the work that
impacts student achievement. Marks and Printy (2003) found that the coexistence of both
transformational and a shared instructional leadership model impacts student
performance substantially.
Decision Making
Data driven decision making and instructional leadership are not mutually
exclusive (Creighton, 2007). Data-driven decision making is not only about the data but
the vision and leadership (Bernhardt, 2009). A leader’s vision plan is a practical guide to
help leaders understand one's own vision and to lead others through the steps to
implement that plan (Nanus, 1992).
A principal’s understanding of three models of decision-making: rational, shared,
and strategic will help in the decision-making process and success of the school (Gorton
& Alston, 2009). The rational model is concerned with the steps to achieve the goal. This
bureaucratic model assumes that decisions are made by the administrator. The shared
model is based on consensual decision making by the administrator and the members of
the organization. This style of decision making relies on the relationships between the
administrator and school community rather than managerial skills. The strategic model is
an interaction of the rational model with the shared model, resulting in a model which is
concerned with both the internal and external environment of the organization.
Tannenbaum and Schmidt (1958) describe a continuum in which decision making
is directive on one end and participatory on the other. They suggest that leaders make
decisions on both ends of the continuum and in the middle. Vroom and Yetton (1973)
developed a list of ten questions that the leader should ask when deciding to be directive
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or participative in decision-making. They propose that when the supervisor has more
knowledge than the subordinates, then the supervisor should make the decision and the
subordinates will respect the decision. However, if the subordinates are knowledgeable
about the topic and if it is important that the subordinates are committed to the decision,
then a participative approach should be used.
According to Hersey and Blanchard (1993), decision-making is situational based
on the subordinates’ job maturing and psychological maturity. Four leadership styles:
telling, selling, participating, delegating, match the development of the subordinate. Low
commitment or competence from the subordinate requires a more directive and less
relationship focus from the supervisor. As competence increases in the subordinate, the
supervisor increases the relationship focus while maintaining a high level of task focus.
High poverty schools
Despite the reform efforts of the last few decades in the era of accountability,
there still exists a gap in achievement among students, as defined by poverty (Johnson,
2002). “During the 2008-09 school year, 1116 schools or 80% of the Title I schools (in
Florida) failed to make adequate yearly progress”
(http://www.oppaga.state.fl.us/profiles/2021/).
Disadvantaged or low socio-economic status (SES) is the best indicator of low
achievement in students (Caldwell, & Ginthier, 1996). The racial, ethnic and social class
structure of a student’s school is actually 1 ¾ times more important than an individual
child’s race, ethnicity or social class in determining student outcomes or student
achievement (Borman & Dowling, 2010). Increases in the school’s mean SES is
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associated with increases in the students’ achievement in spite of the individual student’s
SES (Perry & McConney, 2003).
Surprisingly, in the United States, live children of disadvantage and poverty.
“Nearly 13 million American children live in families with incomes below the federal
poverty level, which is $20,000 a year for a family of four. The number of children living
in poverty increased by more than 11 percent between 2000 and 2005. There are 1.3
million more children living in poverty today than in 2000, despite indications of
economic recovery and growth” (http://nccp.org/publications/pub_684.html). “In 2007–
08, approximately 21 percent (or 13,400) of all elementary school principals worked in
high-poverty schools, compared with 27 percent (or 16,700) who worked in low-poverty
schools. In 2007–08, there were 16,122 schools, or 17 percent of all public schools, that
were considered high-poverty schools. Seventy-five percent or more of the student
enrollment in high poverty schools were eligible for free or reduced-price meals. In
2007–08, approximately 20 percent of elementary school students attended high-poverty
public schools” (Aud, S., Hussar, W., Planty, M., & Snyder, T., 2010).
“There is a crisis of equity in U.S. schools. Once thought of as the most
equalizing institution in our society, public schools play as much of a role in magnifying
differences between children from wealthy and impoverished backgrounds and between
children of different ethnic backgrounds as they do in overcoming these differences”
(Slavin, 1998, p.1).
The principal, as instructional leader, can be the impetus for change in these
schools if best practices for high poverty schools are implemented (Olson, 2000; Lewis,
1997). A strong correlation exists between principals who have established an effective
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school culture, by implementing best practices, and increased student achievement (Teske
& Schneider, 1999). Principals play a crucial role in improving teaching and learning as
they “serve as leaders for student learning” (Institute for Educational Leadership, 2000,
p.2).
Supporting classroom practices that show longitudinal increases in achievement is
another variable that should be emphasized at Title I schools (Turnbull, Welsh, Heid,
Davis & Ratnofsky, 1999). Principals must use sound data to help find solutions to
achievement. Sound data can give leaders important keys in determining which practices
affect achievement and which are of a detriment. Good instruction can overcome
disadvantages from social and economic factors (Ravitch, 1995). In order to improve
teaching and learning, the teachers’ skills and abilities must be addressed by the
instructional leader, the principal (Ladson-Billings, & Gomez, 2001). “No amount of
standards, benchmarks, and high-stakes testing can bring about school improvement
without attention to teacher quality” (Ladson-Billings, & Gomez, 2001, p.9).
A study in Texas of successful Title I schools found that there were differences in
all the schools but several factors were present in all the schools which were linked to
their success (Lewis, 1997, p.2).
 There was a strong academic focus on academic success which all teachers
believed and carried out in planning and instructional practices.
 While all the teachers believed that their students came from difficult situations,
no excuses were accepted.
 If current practices were not successful, principals and teachers felt the flexibility
and freedom to try new approaches.
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 Everyone in the school community; teachers, custodians, parents,
paraprofessionals, the principal, and cafeteria workers, was a part of the solution.
 The school staff perceived themselves as a family.
 There was a spirit of collaboration and trust and freedom to disagree.
 No one was content to accept current success. Everyone in the school community
was eager to improve.
Effective Title I schools have lower-than-average teacher and student mobility,
more experienced principals, and a safer, more orderly school climate (Taylor, Pearson,
Clark, & Walpole, 2000). There are successful Title I schools across the nation in
which students are academically successful despite the odds and produce results as well
as non-Title I schools. The task for the principal is to determine what factors he can
influence (Lewis, 1997).
Principals in Title I schools must be cognizant of factors that influence
disadvantaged students to become successful, such as, instructional methods and
strategies which help encourage active participation in learning (Caldwell & Ginthier,
1996) No longer can principals be disengaged from the activities of the classroom. In
order to minimize the achievement gap of high-poverty students, schools must focus on
high standards, a challenging curriculum, and quality teachers (Haycock, 2001). They
must use data to drive decisions regarding curriculum and standards. Principals must
have an understanding of the curriculum, the academic subject matter, and a deep
knowledge of at least one subject in order to oversee teacher instruction successfully
(Olson, 2000). They should be a resource for the classroom teacher as well as someone
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to whom the teacher is accountable for ensuring the curriculum is aligned to the
assessments.
A principal who is informed and knowledgeable regarding strategies that are
successful in high-poverty schools and understands the learning environment best suited
for these children is a requisite for Title I schools. One such strategy might be small
schools which can impact the achievement of students (Wasley & Lear, 2001). Small
schools cut poverty’s power over achievement by 80 to 90 percent in reading writing and
mathematics (Bickel & Howley,2002). Abramson (2000) concurs that reducing the size
of the student body can increase test scores in low-achieving schools with high levels of
poverty. The achievement gap is not inevitable if we set high goals, high standards, and
high expectations for students and adults (Johnson, 2002).
Culture
Change leaders recognize that resistance to data use rests on the leader’s
credibility and the culture created for the safe use of data by the organization (Holcomb,
2004). The leadership required for a culture of change requires leaders who can operate
under complex, uncertain times (Fullan, 2001). A learning-oriented culture perceives
weakness as a normal part of the improvement process (Earl & Katz, 2006). Resistance to
change is a common force in organizations (Bulach, 2001). The culture in schools usually
doesn’t focus on the use of data (Bernhardt, 2004). “The secret for successful change is to
identify an existing culture and reshape it. A principal who fails to identify his or her
school’s existing culture before attempting to change it will meet with resistance”
(Bulach, 2001, p. 48).
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Sergiovanni (1996) posits that principals should perform the following tasks in
order to create a culture of consensual understanding:
 Purposing—Principals must communicate a shared vision to all stakeholders.
 Maintaining harmony---Principals must build consensual relationships between
all groups and stakeholders.
 Institutionalizing values---The principal is the prime leader in guiding the
behavior and norms for the school.
 Motivating---Principals must provide for the cultural needs of the staff.
 Managing---The principal must ensure that the logistical day-to-day tasks run
efficiently.
 Explaining---The principal is charged with explaining to staff the vision.
 Enabling---Principals are charged with providing opportunities for staff to
complete goals.
 Modeling---The principal must model the values and vision which is being
proposed.
 Supervising---The school principal must oversee all aspects of the school and be
answerable when commitments are not met.
A school culture in which change can thrive does not happen by accident
(Marriott, 2001). The principal must be the change agent and leader of the culture of the
school. The role of defining the culture may be the single most important role of the
principal (Marriott, 2001). The culture and leadership of a school influences data use in
the school (Marsh, Pane, & Hamilton, 2006). The school’s access and ability to analyze
data can be limited by the leadership and the cultural support for change (Herman &
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Gribbons, 2001). Principals that shape the organizational culture provide a structure that
supports the concept of learning for all (DuFour, 2004). A culture of assessment for
learning is a high yield strategy for educational change (Fullan, Cuttress, & Kilcher,
2005). Fullan, Cuttress, and Kilcher (2005) explain assessment for learning as gathering
data on student learning, disaggregating data, developing action plans, and
communicating performance to stakeholders.
Fullan and Hargreaves (1996) suggest the following for improving the culture of
the school:
 In order to change the culture, the principal must first understand the current
culture by being visible in the school.
 Principals should hold the teachers in high esteem since the teachers will have an
integral role in reform initiatives.
 Principals should employ many ideas when trying to change the culture rather
than relying on one single component.
 Principals should express the ideas and values that they perceive to be important
in the school.
 Principals should promote collaboration among all of the stakeholders and be
receptive to positive as well as negative feedback.
 Principals should offer staff many and varied opportunities to increase knowledge
and skills.
 Principals should strive to increase school culture in all aspects of administrative
managerial duties.
A culture which supports data use by the principal is integral in school improvement.
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Change
Data’s capacity to reveal strengths and weaknesses ultimately discloses where
changes need to be made (Schmoker, 1999). Designing change in schools is not a
haphazard event but a planned process that the leader manages. Therefore, educational
leaders must understand how change can be implemented in schools and when to
implement that change if past failures of reform are to be prevented (Fullan, 2001;
Sarason, 1982). Schools traditionally are resistant to change and altering the status quo,
therefore change rarely occurs (Sarason, 1995; Toll, 2001). The normal fear of failure
cannot be evaluated by leaders as a lack of commitment (Holcomb, 2004). Kliebard (Toll,
2001) espouses that the school community is confronted by change yet confounded by it.
They want change but real school change rarely occurs.
Change exists everyday in schools, but the school-wide reform initiatives that are
needed in high-poverty schools are comprehensive and take time to implement. This
reform needs to be implemented by a change agent that understands the process.
Educational leaders must understand how reform occurs in schools and why reform must
be implemented in non-performing schools (Short, Greer, & Melvin, 1994). When reform
initiatives are implemented, all stakeholders must understand the process for this change
and the time necessary to see results of change. Change in low performing schools takes
years in order to see turn around (Fullan, 2001).
One component in the groundwork for change is to understand change theories
and how they are the framework for change in schools. The Tri-Partite theory of change
posits that there are three processes by which an organization transitions: person, plan,
and position (Shapiro, Benjamin, & Hunt, 1995). This cyclical theory proposes that
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organizations and people change with the impetus from a charismatic leader, the planning
that occurs with the input of the people involved, and the quagmire of bureaucracy. This
theory of change is pertinent for a principal today in leading reform. If one understands
this theory and the school needs, then the plan for change can be developed in a
purposeful manner rather than without vision or forethought.
Cuban explains change occurring in schools as first-order and second-order
change. The first order change deals with the “infrastructure” of the school, such as self-
contained classrooms, the class period length, and the curriculum. The second order
change is the adoption of new thinking and then implementing that into the school, such
as matching the curriculum to the needs of the differing child. (Woodbury & Gess-
Newsome, 2002). Another model of change that a principal should understand is Lewin’s
change model of unfreezing, changing behavior, and then refreezing the new behavior
(Schein, 1996). Unfreezing behavior means that individuals in the group must get to a
point that they are ready to change learned behaviors which usually results from negative
circumstances occurring (Schein, 1996). A leader can then lead the group through the
change and then refreeze new attitudes, behaviors, and thinking (Schein, 1996). Lewin
further explains how change occurs using an example of force fields (Schein, 1996).
Driving forces are incentives and motivators that encourage the individuals in the
organization to better themselves, the product, or the organization. Working in opposition
to driving forces are restraining forces which inhibit higher production or learning. A
change in either of these forces can result in higher production or lower production.
When the forces stay constant, then the organization will remain in a status quo state
(Schein, 1996). After the principal has lead the school through change, he must remain
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cognizant of the driving and restraining forces present in the new organization in order to
maintain the change.
With such emphasis on reforming schools, one would imagine that schools today
would look quite different than schools of the early 1900s. This surprisingly is not the
case. The system of schools is resistant to change by virtue of history, tradition, and over-
learned attitudes (Sarason, 1995). The conflict of reforming schools without ever seeing
much noticeable difference in American schools can be attributed to the thinking of these
three perspectives (Woodbury & Gess-Newsome, 2002):
 The systems-as-context perspective addresses the schools’ attempts to reform
without understanding the role of community, politics, systems, or economics on
the schools. If schools attempt to reform without addressing all of the outside
factors that impact it, they are doomed to fail.
 The intent-of-reforms perspective focuses heavily on improving schools the way
they are rather than rethinking the whole business of schooling and making
comprehensive changes. The problem with this perspective is that the changes
necessary to make significant differences in schools are comprehensive and
require more than simply patchwork fixes.
 The teacher-thinking perspective relies on the knowledge of teachers which may
be in conflict with the intent of the reform. Teachers can make positive impacts
on schools if they are educated about the reform process and the requisite
knowledge needed to make the change.
The perspective then that one approaches change can either help with the implementation
of the change or become a barrier or obstacle to any significant change. Anderson (1993)
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proposes that there are six stages that schools and educational leaders must be cognizant
of before change occurs:
 Vision---All stakeholders must first understand the school before change before
any change actually occurs.
 Public and Political Support---As the new vision is formed, the school must seek
support from all stakeholders.
 Networking---The school leaders must understand that networking: email,
newsletters, meetings, conferences, is an integral component of change.
 Teaching and Learning Changes---As the vision of the school changes, teachers
need to understand and utilize new teaching and instructional strategies in the
classroom.
 Administrative Roles and Responsibilities---As the school vision changes,
administrative roles need to change to shared decision making rather than
autocratic.
 Policy Alignment---Local policy needs to change to reflect the changes and new
vision at the school including resources allocated to help the school vision be
successful.
Effective change leaders also understand and expect the reactions of change (Potter,
2001, p. 56):
 Discovery—I’ve heard a rumor…is it true?;
 Denial—It doesn’t affect me;
 Passive resistance—I won’t do anything to assist the change;
 Active resistance—I’ll actively sabotage the change;
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 Exploration—Let’s try small steps into the new way of working;
 Commitment—This is great, let’s have more; and
 Broadcast—Let me tell you about this great new process.
The principal is charged with not only reforming one's particular school but
implementing reform mandates from the state and national level as well. To be an
effective change agent, a principal must assess the impact on the school from outside
forces such as the community, government, and parents (Nanus, 1992). A principal must
understand reform and the difficulties of sustaining change (Checkley, 2000). The
contemporary principal is not only confronted with management responsibilities but is
faced with a demanding job challenged with leading data driven change (Checkley,
2000).
Barriers to Data Use
Holcomb (2004) concludes that the barriers to the use of data include the lack of
proper training and time, the amount of data, the fear of evaluation and exposure, and the
challenge to the culture of the school. Principals have rarely had training in how to
involve staff in data driven decision making. The data training that teachers have had in
their teacher degree programs often is a barrier, as most teachers only learned enough
statistics to pass the course resulting in the challenge to unlearn the negative feelings that
teachers have of data. Time for collaborative work on data is overwhelming to school
leaders. The barriers of lack of training and time can be resolved with a reevaluation of
the practices for meetings and professional development. Too often, school staff either
are presented with a “feast or famine” (Holcomb, 2004, p. 30) of data. The careful
selection of data to match the current issues facing the school can help with the overload
38
or lack of data. One of the greatest barriers that principals face is the fear of evaluation
expressed by staff. To cope with this fear, principals must resolve to focus on the goal of
doing what is right for children rather than succumb to political pressure. The fear of
exposure is less overtly articulated by teachers who resist any revelation of their class
data which may reveal lackluster results. Finally, the use of data is not only a technical
task but a challenge to the culture of the school. Too often, teachers view their role as an
individual in the organization and not as a collaborative member of the team whose
collective responsibility is the learning of students.
Bernhardt (2004) suggests that schools typically have the data that they need but
lack the skills to use data. Few people in the school are trained to analyze data or even to
see the gathering of data as their job. Educators do not recognize the importance of data
gathering and analysis and see this job as taking away from teaching. Schools often do
not have databases or updated computer systems that allow for access to analyze data.
Professional development for educators to understand data is lacking in schools. They
often have had negative experiences with data and have used data in negative ways in the
past as there are not enough good examples of data use in schools. Finally, data are not
used systematically from state to the local level and school levels.
Educators are skeptical about the use of data as they find themselves in a “data
dilemma” (Earl & Katz, 2006, p. 3). They are charged with shifting to data driven
decision making but find themselves mistrusting data, fearing data, and not having the
skills to use data effectively (Earl and Katz, 2006). An era of accountability has
pressured school leaders to confront preconceptions of educational practices that data
expose. In the past, data have been used in a punitive and evaluative manner. This has
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lead to a performance-oriented rather than a learning-oriented culture. The focus on
performance views mistakes as weaknesses, whereas a focus on learning views errors as a
chance for improvement. Educators are unprepared to employ data-driven decision
making. Using data in a systematic way is not the culture of most schools. While
educators don’t need to be experts in statistics, they do need targeted training in the use
of data.
Schmoker (1999) believes that educators avoid the use of data due to a fear of the
unveiling of strengths and weaknesses. Revealed data drive a need for improvement and
eliminates the status quo. Educators are afraid that revealed data may be perceived
negatively (Johnson, 2002). Johnson (2002) believes that educators are overwhelmed
with too much data and experience what she defines as “data overload” (p 35). Too often,
a surplus of data is collected but rarely used in decision-making. Fears can be eliminated
when educators transition from “being data providers to being data users” (p. 35). The
data provider role is driven by an external source defining expectations as opposed to a
data user who defines the use for the data, resulting in data driven decision-making.
Schmoker (1999) suggests that the threat to data use can be eliminated by
following these guidelines (pp 40-41):
 Do not use data primarily to identify or eliminate poor teachers;
 Do not introduce high stakes prematurely;
 Try to collect and analyze data collaboratively and anonymously by team,
department, grade level, or school;
 Be cautious in implementing pay-for-performance schemes, especially in the
beginning;
40
 Allow teachers, by school or team, as much autonomy as possible in selecting the
kind of data they think will be most helpful; and
 Inundate practitioners with success stories that include data.
Use of Data
Lezotte (2009) concludes that effective schools are data driven systems with
leaders that are knowledgeable about data use
(http://www.aepweb.org/summit/09_Presentations/Effective_Schools_Lezotte.pdf). He
further proposes that schools should be evaluated on results and not programs or
processes implemented. The collection and use of disaggregated data to monitor quality
and equity are integral for effective schools. However, the collection of data by school
principals without a purpose is meaningless (Creighton, 2001). Principals that examine
relevant problems in their own context are learning at work (Fullan, 2002). Principals
develop statistical and data analysis skills more effectively when the tasks come from
relevant instructional situations encountered on their campus (Polnick & Edmonson,
2005).
Educators must look at data with a “big picture” view which encompasses
reviewing all of the data, understanding the data, and looking for commonalities
(Bernhardt, 2009). Bernhardt (2004) suggests that data can help replace hunches with
facts and provide a clear picture of the school. Data can help a school understand
problems, assess needs to target services, realize how processes impact students, and
indicate if school goals are accomplished (Bernhardt, 2004).
Williamson and Blackburn (2009) suggest a four-step approach to the use of data
by principals. The first step is to have clarity about what you want to know which will
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help in determining what data might be collected and analyzed. Then one would
determine what data is already collected and what further data must be collected. The
analysis of data should be done by involving stakeholders in the process. Finally,
priorities should be set and goals developed after analyzing the data.
Johnson (2002) espouses the following major uses for data (pp 36-37):
 Improving the quality of criteria used in problem solving and decision
making;
 Describing institutional processes, practices, and progress in schools and
districts;
 Examining institutional belief systems, underlying assumptions, and
behaviors;
 Mobilizing the school or district community for action;
 Monitoring implementation of reforms; and
 Accountability.
The National Center for Research on Evaluation, Standards, and Student Testing
(CRESST) conducted a study of thirteen Title I schools which examined the relationship
between data use and achievement. Herman, Lefkowitz, Trusela, & Yamashiro (2008)
found three major themes that emerged in regards to the usefulness and accessibility of
the data. Teachers often feel overwhelmed by the amount of data and information that
they must analyze. Principals often serve as the “conduit” filtering data and helping
teachers analyze data, though they often feel inadequate in the process. School personnel
don’t always have the data that would help them see individual student growth over time.
This study did not find any links to student achievement and the use of data but the
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researchers attributed that to a small sample size and the use of different methods for
gathering data between schools.
A study of nineteen principals in urban, suburban, and rural districts in Texas
uncovered four trends in data use (Polnick & Edmonson, 2005). While principals
revealed over twenty-one administrative task categories which provided opportunities for
data analysis, seven were identified as the highest priority for opportunities for data use:
campus planning, curriculum, professional development for teachers, student assessment
and achievement, program evaluation, and instructional setting and design. Principals are
interested in analyzing data and defining the problem more than proposing solutions or
reporting results. The researchers found that this seemed logical as principals would only
report findings if the data analysis procedures used in defining and solving the problem
were reliable and valid. Principals revealed that almost all data necessary for analysis
existed at the school level and did not require collecting additional data. The primary data
analysis skill required of principals is descriptive rather than inferential statistics.
Principals develop statistical and data analysis skills more effectively when the tasks
come from relevant instructional situations encountered on his campus (Polnick &
Edmonson, 2005).
Researchers at the Mid-continent Research for Education and Learning (McREL)
(Englert, Fries, Goodwin, & Martin-Glenn, 2003) found that an effective data program
includes purposeful data collection and analysis which are tied to the identified needs and
goals of the school. This collection of data helps to make decisions about the students and
the programs. Prior to the gathering and analysis of the data, designated resources and
other supports, such as time and an appropriate data management system must be in
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place. One support identified is a data team at the school which builds community and
support for improvement. A primary role of the leadership of the school is to maintain a
culture in which data can be collected, analyzed, and used for improvement. The
leadership must also develop strategies for communicating the process, purpose and
results of data analysis to all stakeholders.
Learning Point Associates’
(http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf,)
guide to using data was originally produced by North Central Regional Educational
Laboratory. This work acknowledged eight aspects as essential data elements in a school.
School leadership should develop a team comprised of various representative school
community roles to collect, analyze, discuss, disseminate, and further the school
improvement efforts. The collection of data should be planned and purposeful and
include achievement, demographic, programmatic and perception data. Demographic,
programmatic, and perception data are all studied separately and then brought together
with a focus on student achievement. Once the data is analyzed, questions are formulated
and hypotheses generated. The next steps are to develop goals, strategies and evaluation
criteria. Finally, the team must commit to the school improvement plan.
Researchers at the Mid-Continent Regional Educational Laboratory conducted a
study in 2003 which examined the practices that superintendents use to encourage and
foster data use. A review of the literature in this study revealed seven characteristics of
effective accountability systems which are relevant to principals (Englert, Fries,
Goodwin, Martin-Glenn, 2003). High expectations for all students are demonstrated by
assuring that all students are assessed. This expectation for all students is a factor in low-
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achieving students performing better and thus impacting the school. A high quality
assessment which is aligned with the standards and provides useful data to stakeholders
was an important aspect from the survey population. Resources, support, and assistance
for improvement must be aligned in the system. Most accountability measures have
sanctions and rewards linked to results but not all educators support this linkage. It was
agreed that accountability measures should be based on more than one assessment and
other data when possible. Principals desire to use data to make progress toward school
goals and to provide instructional leadership. Finally, data should be presented to parents,
teachers, and community in a meaningful way which makes sense to each group.
The research by Regional Educational Laboratory was expanded in 2004 to
survey 308 principals in forty-eight districts in Colorado, Kansas, Missouri, Nebraska,
North Dakota, South Dakota, and Wyoming (Englert, Fries, Goodwin, Martin-Glenn, &
Michael, 2004). Forty-three percent of the principals identified their schools as rural. The
researchers wanted to understand how assessment and accountability practices are used in
the school setting and whether these practices impact school and student improvement by
allowing principals to rate the degree of proficiency on several variables aligned to the
seven characteristics of the 2003 research. The purpose of the study was to gather
descriptive data about principals’ perceptions of their use of data. The findings can be
used to understand principals’ perceptions about the use of data and accountability.
Principals who reported higher proficiency for their schools also had higher expectations
for all students. Conversely, principals who reported lower proficiency also reported
lower expectations. Principals believed that their assessments were aligned to state
standards; however, they felt that the data provided was not diagnostic to inform
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instructional decisions. Principals felt that they had the knowledge and skills to assist and
support teachers in using data, but were unable due to lack of resources. Lack of time to
analyze data and lack of funds to provide collaboration, training and support were cited
by principals as examples of lacking resources. Though principals felt that they had the
knowledge to analyze data, they responded that they desired more training in analyzing
data and indentifying instructional strategies. Almost 80 percent of the principals
surveyed indicated that they had policies to encourage teacher’s use of data.
Approximately 86% of the principals surveyed reported having policies for
communicating accountability results to the community.
Relationship between the Use of Data and Student Achievement
The researchers at the Institute of Education Sciences (Hamilton, Halverson,
Jackson, Mandinach, Supovitz, & Wayman, 2009) suggest five recommendations in data
use which will impact instruction and thus student achievement. Classroom teachers
should make data an ongoing part of continuous improvement and students should be
taught to understand data and set learning goals. Teachers can do this by practicing a
cyclical process for data use which involves collecting data, interpreting the data, and
then modifying instruction to test hypotheses to increase student achievement. Students
can learn from their data when they understand learning goals and when data is presented
which they comprehend. Teachers who provide timely, meaningful, and constructive
feedback to students impact student achievement. A vision for school-wide data use and a
culture which supports data use can improve the school. A collaborative environment
which diagnoses weaknesses and changes instructional practices accounts for planning,
leadership, implementation, and attitude. Training in data use is integral for developing a
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data-driven culture. District improvement results in data systems that are developed and
maintained at the district level. Though the researchers do not have compelling evidence
to support that these recommendations lead to increased student achievement, they
believe that their experience and research support the recommendations.
A dissertation, in which the researcher surveyed 262 Title I elementary principals
in Indiana, sought to determine how principals use student achievement data for school
improvement and the relationship between test scores and how change is influenced in
schools. Lorey (2005) concluded that high performing school leaders practice reviewing
and analyzing disaggregated data, provide collaborative reflective time, monitor teachers’
use of data to determine standard mastery, and foster a culture which is comfortable using
data.
The leadership of the principal plays an integral role in the data-driven decision
making required for schools today (Bernhardt, 2009). The success of schools depends on
the principal’s skills and understanding of the processes needed for the effective use of
data (Holcomb, 2004). Schmoker (2006) advocates that leadership which concentrates on
results impacts teaching. He advises that a focus on learning, which is evidenced by
assessment results, becomes the influence on improvements in teaching. Until teachers
and administrators review regularly the connection between teaching and results, no
serious improvements in teaching and learning can occur. Effective leaders review the
following evidence to ensure that standards are being taught: the percentage of students
who have achieved targets on formative assessments; grade books with evidence that
students are proficient on standards; lesson plans with evidence of lessons, assessments,
and assessment results; and student work samples which provide opportunities for leaders
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to support instruction and assessment (Schmoker, 2006). “Schools improve when purpose
and effort unite. One key is leadership that recognizes its most vital function: to keep
everyone’s eyes on the prize of improved student learning” (Schmoker, 1999, p 111).
Summary
Schools and principals are in an unparalleled time in education as they face the
demand of high-stakes accountability while managing assessments, standards, and
student achievement (Daly, 2009; Johnson, 2002). Accountability mandates have become
a driving force in the necessity of data use by principals in making decisions about school
improvement and increasing student achievement (Creighton, 2007). National legislation,
which has increased the role and pressure of accountability, has resulted in demands to
use data for instructional decision-making (Breiter & Light, 2006). The use of data by
principals is indispensable as schools measure their progress against high-stakes
accountability (Wagner, 2004). Data use by principals can guide decision making for
increased student achievement and be beneficial in monitoring the accountability
requirements that principals face (Williamson & Blackburn, 2009). The principal’s
leadership matters to student achievement (Leithwood & Wahlstrom, 2008). Data can
help a school understand problems, assess needs to target services, realize how processes
impact students, and indicate if school goals are accomplished (Bernhardt, 2004). There
are successful Title I schools across the nation in which students are academically
successful despite the odds and produce results as well as non-Title I schools. The task
for the principal is to determine what factors he can influence (Lewis, 1997). The
contemporary principal is not only confronted with management responsibilities but is
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faced with a demanding job challenged with leading data driven change (Checkley,
2000).
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Chapter III
Method
Introduction
NCLB legislation has intensified the need for principals to become more
knowledgeable in their role in the use of data to improve the achievement of students.
(Yeagley, 2003). However; Holcomb (2004) found that most principals are not prepared
to effectively use data. Many educators have little experience in using data systematically
to inform decisions (Bernhardt, 2004; Earl, & Katz, 2006; Holcomb, 2004;
http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf). The perceptions of the use of
data by Heartland Title I elementary administrators was determined based on the
participant’s response on the survey instrument.
Problem of the Study
Data use by principals can guide decision making for increased student
achievement and be beneficial in monitoring the accountability requirements that
principals face (Williamson & Blackburn, 2009). As accountability systems with high-
stakes assessments increase, principals must understand and use data to improve
instruction (Khanna, Trousdale, Penuel, & Kell, 1999). The proper use of data by
principals is an effective strategy for raising student achievement (Bernhardt, 2009; Earl
& Katz, 2006; Holcomb, 2004; Johnson, 2002). Schools receive and collect vast amounts
of data; however, they do not use the data in a systematic way to identify strengths and
weaknesses nor strategies for improvement (Bernhardt, 2004; Earl, & Katz, 2006;
50
Holcomb, 2004; Schmoker, 1999, http://www.principalspartnership.com/) . Most
schools collect data to comply with organizational requirements rather than to make
meaningful school improvement decisions (Creighton, 2007). Principals, as instructional
leaders, are charged with collecting, analyzing, and using data as they lead the way for
student achievement (http://www.iel.org/programs/21st/reports/principal.pdf). Insightful
leaders guide their staff in data-driven decision making
(http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf). However, the school principal
fails to use data too often in decision making (Creighton, 2001; Earl & Katz, 2006;
http://www.learningpt.org/pdfs/datause/guidebook.pdf). More than ever, data-driven
decision making must be practiced by the school principal (Creighton, 2001).
Problem Statement
In the age of accountability and assessment, there is a need to ensure that data
provided, regarding student achievement, are effectively and appropriately utilized by
school site administrators in a systematic way to improve student achievement.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title
I principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement, with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
Research Questions
The following research questions were investigated to identify HEC principals’
and assistant principals’ perceptions of their data use in their role as decision-makers in
raising student achievement.
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1. To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals
perceive that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
2. What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision making?
3. Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the
perceptions of HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for
achievement-related decision making?
4. What supports and barriers to data in achievement-related decision making use do
HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they
experience?
Research method
A quantitative descriptive research study was conducted in which a cross-
sectional survey instrument was administered to the Title I elementary principals and
assistant principals in the Heartland Consortium. A cross-sectional survey instrument
provides current information regarding data use and reveals information that may be
beneficial to the administrators of these districts (Fink, 2009). A Likert questionnaire in
addition to two open-ended items was developed to survey the administrators to gauge
their perceived use of data. The questionnaire items were developed by the researcher and
administered by the researcher. The focus for the study was the principals’ and assistant
principals’ perceptions of their data usage in the Title I schools in the six-district
Heartland Educational Consortium.
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Population and sample size
The elementary principals and assistant principals in the six-district Heartland
Educational Consortium were asked to participate in this study. This study focused on the
31 elementary Title I schools that are located in the Heartland Educational Consortium.
The districts which comprise this consortium are Desoto, Glades, Hardee, Hendry,
Highlands, and Okeechobee. These districts are small, rural communities with as little as
two Title I schools in Glades and ten in Highlands. The average number of Title I schools
in these districts is five.
Because of the sensitive nature of identifying information about principals,
schools, or districts, no district or school was compared against each other or identified in
the study.
Development of Instrumentation
In considering the survey instrument to use for this study, the researcher
conducted extensive searches of the Mental Measurements Yearbook search engine and
the TestLink (ETS) search engine. In addition, an internet search was conducted and an
inquiry made to the National Association of Elementary School Principals’ (NAESP)
research department to determine what instruments, if any, were available on the topic of
data use by principals in achievement-related decision making. None of these sources
resulted in a questionnaire considered suitable for this study by the researcher. A search
of online dissertations resulted in three dissertations with a similar topic, but the survey
instruments were not specific enough to this study to be used. As a result, the researcher
conducted interviews to help in the design of a survey instrument specific to the study.
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A phone interview with the Florida Deputy Chancellor for School Improvement
and Student Achievement was conducted to explore the state perspective on data use by
school principals (Appendix A). The Deputy Chancellor linked the definition of student
achievement data to the requirements found in the Differentiated Accountability Model
(DA) and described the Florida Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT) as the most
significant example of student achievement data. Other assessments which the chancellor
referenced were the baseline and midyear district assessments as required by DA and the
Florida Assessments for Instruction in Reading (FAIR) which is provided by the state.
The most important state expectation for data use by principals is to analyze student
deficiencies, to recognize the areas where students are still struggling based on the
standards and the benchmarks, and then use that data to inform interventions and other
support systems that are needed to move students to proficiency. Principals should also
consider using data to identify which teachers may need more assistance and
interventions in instructional strategies as measured by student achievement data. The
Deputy Chancellor’s explanation of student achievement data and the expectation by the
state for school principals will be considered in developing the survey instrument.
An additional phone interview with a district level accountability director in a
large Florida school district was conducted to gauge what constructs from a district
perspective might be considered in developing a questionnaire (Appendix B). For the
purpose of this dissertation, “construct” is used to identify the themes or topics which are
used to organize the items in the Likert subscales. The subscales of the Likert
questionnaire included items that represent the constructs of student achievement-related
data use in relation to school improvement, professional development, data skills,
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leadership, and monitoring processes. The district level director identified the same
assessments to define student achievement data as mentioned by the Deputy Chancellor
but added the Comprehensive English Language Learning Assessment (CELLA) and the
Florida Kindergarten Readiness Screener (FLKRS). Since these two additional
assessments are not mentioned in the DA model, they will not be considered when
writing the questionnaire. When asked about the state’s expectations, she replied, “It’s all
about the School Improvement Plan”. The state’s expectations for principal data use are
articulated in the school improvement plan which is a component of the Differentiated
Accountability Model and required for Florida schools. The state expects principals to
make data-driven decisions at the school for programs, interventions, and goals in the
School Improvement Plan.
As a result of the interviews, the researcher determined that the DA model along
with a review of the literature on data use should shape the survey instrument. A three
part questionnaire was created by the researcher and administered to the HEC Title I
principals and assistant principals in face-to-face meeting (Appendix N). A packet
consisting of an explanation of the purpose, problem, and research questions (Appendix
J), the informed consent document (Appendix K), a cover letter (Appendix L) and the
questionnaire (Appendix N) were provided to the respondents by the researcher.
The first part of the survey instrument was comprised of Likert-type items created
by the researcher as a result of the interviews, the requirements of Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model, and a review of the literature on student
achievement-related data use by principals. Likert-type items ask respondents to tell how
they agree or disagree with a statement (Fink, 2009). Typically, the scale ranges from
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strongly agree to strongly disagree. Information from the interviews, DA requirements,
and a review of the literature were used to generate items into meaningful subscales in
the survey instrument to address the research questions. The items were organized by
topics rather than randomly placed in the questionnaire to add internal logic and provide a
smooth transition throughout the questionnaire (Czaja & Blair, 2005). Fink (2009) states
that prior to selecting the content of the survey instrument, the researcher must define the
terms and clarify the information desired from the survey instrument. The subscales of
the Likert questionnaire included items that represent the constructs of student
achievement-related data use in relation to school improvement, professional
development, data skills, leadership, and monitoring processes. The 5-point scale that
was used in the study is: Strongly Agree, Agree, Neither Agree nor Disagree, Disagree,
and Strongly Disagree (Fink, 2009).
The second part of the questionnaire contained two open ended questions
regarding the supports and barriers of data use in student achievement decision making
by school principals and assistant principals.
The third part contained demographic questions on administrative title,
administrative experience, and school’s DA designation. Categorical response choices
were provided for each of these categories, thus ensuring participants that the survey
instrument was anonymous.
The researcher gained permission to administer the questionnaire to school-based
Title I elementary administrators, principals and assistant principals, from each of the
superintendents of the Heartland Educational Consortium by requesting to be on the
agenda for the November, 2010 Heartland superintendents’ meeting agenda. Permission
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to administer the survey instrument was granted after a request from the Hardee
superintendent and e-mail correspondence from the researcher. A copy of the
questionnaire and the cover letter was shared with superintendents by the Hardee
superintendent along with written explanation by the researcher of the purpose of the
research, the research questions, and the proposed data analysis. Superintendents were
assured that no districts or schools would be revealed in the analysis. The questionnaire
was administered by the researcher at principal and assistant principal meetings or at the
school sites in each of the six school districts. The face-to-face method for administering
the questionnaire was chosen to increase the response rate (Czaja, R., Blair, J., 2005).
Bias is also usually low in a face-to-face questionnaire (Czaja, R., Blair, J., 2005). The
disadvantages of this method were the cost for the researcher to travel to the school
districts and the time that it took to administer the survey instrument (Czaja, R., Blair, J.,
2005). When the researcher was not able to meet with a principal or assistant principal,
the research information (Appendix J), the informed consent document (Appendix K), a
cover letter (Appendix L and M) and the questionnaire (Appendix N) was provided to
each administrator.
Since the researcher works and lives in the Hardee district, careful consideration
was given to ensure that the questionnaires of the respondents in Hardee were anonymous
to the researcher. Hardee respondents were surveyed after the districts of Desoto,
Okeechobee and Glades were surveyed. The questionnaires of the three surveyed
districts, collected prior to surveying Hardee administrators, were placed in an envelope.
After the Hardee respondents completed their questionnaires, they were placed in the
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envelope so that the researcher would not know the responses of the Hardee
administrators.
A panel of experts, comprised of four Title I district administrators which
represent the six districts and a consortium administrator, was established to test the
content validity of the instrument. A panel of experts’ strength is its’ diversity of
expertise as well as the interaction in the meeting (Czaja, R., & Blair, J., 2005). This
panel of five has expertise in the Differentiated Accountability Model and the requisite
data skills that are required of a Title I school level elementary administrator. The
members all work closely with the administrators of their Title I schools and have
experience with the requirements of the DA Strategies and Support document. All of the
panel members have a master’s degree in educational leadership and three have prior
experience as a Title I elementary principal or assistant principal. One has prior
experience as a secondary level administrator. One member has a master’s degree in
educational leadership and a doctorate degree in curriculum and has served as an
administrator at the school level, district level, and now at the consortium level. The
questionnaire was reviewed by the researcher with this panel in a face-to-face meeting.
The panel reviewed the items of the questionnaire for clarity, relevance, redundancy,
bias, and double-barreled characteristics (Appendix C). Bias can occur if emotionally
charged words are included in the items or if the researcher has written the items in such
a way to lead the respondent (Fink, A., 2009). Double-barreled items, which confuse
respondents because they have two parts that respondents may feel differently about,
would be rewritten as two questions (Czaja, R. & Blair, J., 2005).
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This first panel of experts was also asked to consider if any items should be added
or deleted from the questionnaire, if the length of the questionnaire was appropriate, and
if they had any further feedback regarding the questionnaire. The responses and feedback
from the panel were used to make any necessary edits or clarifications to the
questionnaire (Creswell, 2005). Twelve items were written by the researcher for each of
the constructs of student achievement-related data use in relation to school improvement,
professional development, data skills, leadership, and monitoring processes.
Decision rules, created by the researcher prior to the review of the instrument by
the panel of experts, determined which items should be rewritten or amended (Table 1).
Table 1
Decision Rules for the Panel of Experts
Content Validity Rating Decision Rule by the
Researcher
Clarity 1=clear
2=somewhat unclear
3=unclear
Items coded as 2 will be
reviewed by the researcher
and rewritten as necessary.
If items are rewritten, they
will be sent to the panel
for further review. Items
coded as 3 by three or
more experts will be
considered for removal
from the questionnaire or
rewritten.
Relevance 1=school improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring processes
5=data skills
Any items that are
reported in a construct
unintended by the
researcher, will be
reevaluated for relevance
and rewritten as necessary.
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Redundancy 1= item stands alone and
is not repeated in another
item
2=item is somewhat like
another item
3=item is too close in
meaning to another item
Items coded as 2 will be
reviewed by the researcher
and rewritten as necessary.
If items are rewritten, they
will be sent to the panel
for further review. Items
coded as 3 by three or
more experts will be
considered for removal
from the questionnaire or
rewritten.
Bias 1=item does not lead the
respondent to a preferred
response
2=item is somewhat
written to lead the
respondent to a preferred
response
3=item is written to lead
the respondent to a
preferred response
Items coded as 2 will be
reviewed by the researcher
and rewritten as necessary.
If items are rewritten, they
will be sent to the panel
for further review. Items
coded as 3 by three or
more experts will be
considered for removal
from the questionnaire or
rewritten.
Double-barreled items 1=item only refers to one
part
2=item somewhat refers to
two parts
3=item refers to two parts
Items coded as 2 will be
reviewed by the researcher
and rewritten as necessary.
If items are rewritten, they
will be sent to the panel
for further review. Items
coded as 3 by three or
more experts will be
considered for removal
from the questionnaire or
rewritten.
The feedback from the panel indicated that five items required further
clarification which is represented in Table 2. Additionally, the placement of items 19, 20,
and 24 in the survey instrument were moved to the beginning of the professional
development subscale as a result of feedback from a panel member (Appendix D).
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Table 2
Items Rewritten as a Result of the #1 Expert Panel
Item# Edits to Items After Feedback from the Panel
9 I implement the curriculum that is required necessary after an analysis of
student achievement data.
47 I review student achievement data throughout the year with the leadership team.
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I review student achievement data throughout the year with the School Advisory
Council (SAC).
59 I influence teachers to change instructional practices with student achievement
data.
60 I schedule time for me to analyze student achievement data.
Once the questionnaire was reviewed by the panel and items rewritten as
necessary, the researcher sent the updated questionnaire back to the panel through e-mail.
The researcher asked for feedback on the edits and requested that the panel choose two
items per subscale to delete from the survey instrument (Appendix E).
A second expert panel was convened to test the questionnaire for a shift in
perspective which would provide insight into the ambiguity of the items. The second
panel was also asked to choose two items in each subscale: school improvement,
professional development, leadership, monitoring processes and data skills which should
be eliminated from the questionnaire. The researcher directed panel #2 to consider the
item’s importance in the subscale, its clarity, and its redundancy when considering items
for removal. The 60 item edited questionnaire sent to panel one was also used with panel
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two. This four member panel consisted of former Title I elementary principals and one
assistant principal. Three of the members have masters’ degrees in educational leadership
and one has a doctoral degree in educational leadership. Two of the members are district
level administrators, one is a high school principal, and one is an alternative school
principal. The researcher e-mailed the expert panel a request to complete the survey
instrument in the role of a principal or an assistant principal, who uses data effectively or
ineffectively in student achievement-related decision making. Two of the members were
asked to complete the survey instrument in the role of a highly ineffective school
administrator (Appendix F) and two were asked to complete the survey instrument in the
role of a highly effective administrator (Appendix G). The researcher reviewed the
responses of panel #2 to determine if the items were sensitive to a shift in perspective. If
the items didn’t display a shift, the researcher would determine if there was a need to
rewrite any items. The absence of a shift would indicate that there is ambiguity. The
results from panel #2’s completion of the survey instrument indicated that there was a
shift in perspective of the items and that none of the item’s showed any ambiguity that
would result in the elimination from the instrument or a need to rewrite (Appendix H).
The Institutional Review Board (IRB) requested changes in the demographic
portion of the questionnaire. Due to a small sample size and the risk of the identification
of the respondents, the researcher changed the years of experience from the six options:
0-5 years, 6-10 years, 11-15 years, 16-20 years, 21-25 years and 26+ years to two
options: 0-15 years and 16+ years. The Differentiated Accountability designation was
also changed from five options: Prevent I, Correct I, Prevent II, Correct II, and Intervene
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to two options: Category 1: (Prevent I, Correct I, or no DA designation) and Category II:
Prevent II, Correct II, and Intervene.
The researcher analyzed the feedback from Panels #1 and #2 regarding which
items to delete. The researcher also chose two items per subscale to delete after reviewing
the work from the two panels (Appendix I). After the edits were made to the
questionnaire upon the review from the two expert panels and the IRB, the instrument
was used to survey the Title I elementary principals and assistant principals in the
Heartland Consortium (Appendix N).
Data collection
The 31 principals and 24 assistant principals of elementary Title I schools in the
Heartland Educational Consortium were asked to participate in the study. The researcher
asked to be on the superintendents’ agenda for the superintendents’ monthly meeting for
the purpose of explaining the research, requesting permission to survey the principals and
assistant principals. This request was granted but due to an unforeseen conflict, the
superintendent of Hardee represented the researcher at the meeting and made the request
for the study. The researcher provided a copy of the questionnaire, the cover letter to the
questionnaire, and an explanation of the purpose, problem statement, and research
questions for the superintendents. In addition, the researcher met with Hardee’s
superintendent and explained the study prior to his meeting with the superintendents. The
superintendents from Highlands, Hendry, Okeechobee, and Glades approved the study.
The superintendent of Desoto was not in attendance at the superintendent meeting but
approved the study after the researcher made a request through e-mail.
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The questionnaire was designed by the researcher to survey the principals and
assistant principals in the study (Appendix N). The survey instrument was created to take
no longer than 30 minutes to complete but in most cases respondents were able to finish it
in much less time. The researcher scheduled to meet with the principals and assistant
principals in each district to administer the questionnaire. In Highlands, Okeechobee,
Hardee, and Hendry counties, the researcher was given time during a principals’ meeting
to explain the study and survey the respondents. The researcher presented the survey
during a principals’ meeting in Hardee County. Two of the principals finished the
questionnaire during the meeting and the three others had their survey instrument either
picked up by the researcher at the individual school sites or delivered the survey
instrument to the researcher. The survey instruments of the Okeechobee principals were
mailed back to the researcher. The principals of Highlands and Hendry completed the
survey instruments during the principals’ meeting and the researcher collected the survey
instruments at that time. In Desoto and Glades, the researcher traveled to each school site
and met with the principal and assistant principal to provide them a copy of the survey
instrument. The researcher left the survey instrument with the administrators and returned
back to each school to pick up the survey instruments a few days later.
The researcher met with each Okeechobee assistant principal at each school site
and administered the survey instrument to each individually. Those survey instruments
that were not collected at the time were mailed back to the researcher. In Hardee, the
researcher met with each assistant principal at the school site to provide each with a copy
of the survey instrument. The researcher later returned to pick up each survey instrument
at the school sites. The researcher gave each of the Highlands’ principals a copy of the
64
survey instrument packet to give to their assistant principal. A follow-up e-mail was sent
from the researcher to the assistant principals to explain the study. The researcher met
with the Highlands’ principals after a district meeting the following week to pick up the
survey instruments. Hendry County does not have any assistant principals. In five cases
the researcher was not able to meet with school administrators due to illness or prior
commitments. A packet with the questionnaire, cover letter, informed consent, and a
stamped envelope was left for the administrator to complete and return to the researcher.
Two of the survey instruments were mailed back and one was scanned and e-mailed back
to the researcher.
Data Analysis
Data were collected from survey instruments administered to the school principal
and assistant principal at each of the elementary Title I schools in the Heartland
Consortium. SPSS statistical software (2010) was used to analyze the data generated
from the survey instruments. Descriptive statistics included the median, mode and range
and are represented in bar charts and frequency tables. Treating the scale as a continuous
scale rather than an ordinal scale allowed the researcher to calculate the mean and
standard deviation (Fink, 2009).
Reliability refers to the consistency of variance in repeated trials (Czaja & Blair,
2005). If another researcher uses the questionnaire in this study, following the same
procedures, the same results should be obtained (Czaja & Blair, 2005). Cronbach alphas
reliabilities were calculated to determine an estimate of the internal consistency of the
entire survey instrument, as well as each subscale of the instrument to determine
reliability (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996). These estimates reflect the extent to which
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respondents answer similar items the same way (Gall, Borg, & Gall, 1996).Gliem and
Gliem (2003) conclude that it is more appropriate to calculate the reliability of the
subscale and the entire instrument rather than the reliability of each item in the
questionnaire (http://hdl.handle.net/1805/344). When using a Likert scale, it is
appropriate to calculate and report the Cronbach alpha coefficient for internal consistency
reliability for subscales as opposed to individual items. The reliability of individual items
is low and Cronbach alpha does not provide reliability for single items in the survey
instrument (Gliem & Gliem, 2003). Furthermore, the researcher reported only results of
the overall survey instrument or the subscales and not on the individual item level.
Specific procedures used to answer each of the research questions are described
below.
Research Question 1: To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant
principals perceive that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
An overall mean score was computed for all of the respondents as one group,
principals and assistant principals, as well as a mean for each of the subscales in the
questionnaire (Table 3). Additionally, standard deviations were calculated to represent
the extent of variation in scores about each mean. These analyses provided insight into
the overall perceptions of the respondents concerning data use in achievement-related
decision making.
Research Question 2: What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the several areas of data use for achievement-related decision
making?
Treating all of the respondents as one group, the researcher calculated a repeated
measures ANOVA to examine for statistically significant differences among the subscale
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means (Table 3). Any patterns among the respondents’ perceptions were revealed in this
analysis. An advantage of a repeated measures design is that fewer subjects are required
(Stevens, 1999).
Research Question 3: Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ
from the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data
for achievement-related decision making?
The perceptions of the principals and assistant principals were analyzed using a
One-Way Multivariate Analysis (MANOVA) which allowed a comparison of all of the
subscale means of the principals with those of the assistant principals (Table 3). The
MANOVA analysis controls the error rate and allows correlations among the dependent
measures (Stevens, 1999). The results provided insight into whether elementary
principals and assistant principals differed in their perceptions of data use.
Research Question 4: What supports and barriers to data use in achievement-related
decision making do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive
that they experience?
Two open ended items were included in the questionnaire to analyze the supports
and barriers of data use by principals and assistant principals. Open-ended questions were
helpful in gaining insight but can be challenging to analyze (Jackson & Trochim, 2002).
After all of the questionnaires were completed, the researcher provided each principal
and assistant principal with his or her open-ended responses (Appendix O). The
responses were e-mailed back to each individual and each was offered the opportunity to
review the comments and provide additional feedback or clarification. Feedback could be
e-mailed back to the researcher or it could be provided anonymously on blogs which
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were created by the researcher. A blog, http://principaldatause.blogspot.com, was
provided for the principals to respond anonymously and a blog,
http://assistantpriincipaldatause.blogspot.com, was provided for the assistant principals.
Moser and Kalton (1977) suggest editing for completeness, accuracy, and uniformity.
The researcher reviewed the items to check that the respondents supplied an answer for
the open-ended items. To increase the reliability, a priori procedures were established
after the questionnaires were completed and prior to the development of coding
categories (Montgomery & Crittenden, 1977). Coding requires the researcher to organize
the responses into categories (Montgomery & Crittenden, 1977). Strauss and Corbin
(1990) recommend organizing ideas and concepts by comparisons and asking questions
about the similarity of the responses. Montgomery and Crittenden (1977) suggest that a
coder organize each questionnaire response into logical categories. A second coder
followed the same procedure for organizing the responses into logical categories. The
second coder, chosen by the researcher, has a doctoral degree in Educational Leadership
and is currently a high school principal and is a former Title I elementary principal with
experience in the barriers and supports of data use. Patterns were considered between the
two coders by organizing the categories into cross tabulation tables.
The researcher met with the additional coder and explained the procedures for
identifying the themes present in the responses. A copy of the principals’ and assistant
principals’ responses to the two open-ended items were provided to the second coder.
Initially, the researcher and the second coder independently considered the themes
present in each administrator’s response to the two open-ended items (Appendices P, Q,
R, & S). After the initial themes were identified by the researcher and the additional
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coder, the items were organized by the initial coding categories in an effort to see any
emerging patterns (Appendices T, W, Z, & CC). Then the researcher and coder
independently organized the ideas and concepts by comparing the similarity of the
responses (Appendices U, X, AA, & DD). Once categories were organized, category
names were assigned to the groups. The two coders agreed upon the category names by
analyzing the cross tabulation tables and then coming to consensus (Appendices V, Y,
BB, & EE). The results are displayed in frequency tables (Tables 31, 32, 33, & 34). After
the themes were identified, the researcher linked the observations to the quantitative
portion of the survey instrument.
Summary
This study sought to describe the perceptions of data use in their role as
achievement related decision makers by the elementary Title I principals and assistant
principals in the Heartland Educational Consortium.
The problem is that in the age of accountability and assessment, there is a need to
ensure that data provided, regarding student achievement, is effectively and appropriately
utilized by school site administrators in a systematic way to improve student
achievement.
The purpose of this study is to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title I
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
The research questions answered as a result of the study were:
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 To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant
principals perceive that they use data in achievement-related decision
making?
 What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the several areas of data use for achievement-
related decision making?
 Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the
perceptions of HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of
data for achievement-related decision making?
 What supports and barriers to data use in achievement-related decision
making do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals
perceive that they experience?
Table 3
Research Questions and Statistical Analysis
Research Question Statistical Analysis
 To what extent do HEC Title I
elementary principals and assistant
principals perceive that they use
data in achievement-related
decision making?
Overall mean for the group
Overall mean for each of the subscales
 What patterns are discernable in the
perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the
several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision
making?
repeated measures ANOVA
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 Do the perceptions of HEC Title I
elementary principals differ from
the perceptions of HEC Title I
elementary assistant principals in
their use of data for achievement-
related decision making?
One-Way Multivariate Analysis
 What supports and barriers to data
use in achievement-related decision
making do HEC Title I elementary
principals and assistant principals
perceive that they experience?
The researcher and an additional coder will
organize the responses into categories by
themes.
A Likert questionnaire was developed by the researcher using the information
gained from interviews, the Differentiated Accountability Model, and from a literature
review of data use. After the two panels of experts reviewed the questionnaire to improve
the validity, the researcher administered the survey instrument, collected the data, and
completed the data analysis in an attempt to answer the research questions. Data analysis
consisted of the following statistical procedures: overall mean for the group, overall mean
for each of the subscales, repeated measures ANOVA, One-Way Multivariate Analysis,
and the researcher and an additional coder organized the responses into categories by
themes.
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Chapter IV
Results
Introduction
Data use by principals can guide decision making for increased student
achievement and be beneficial in monitoring the accountability requirements that
principals face (Williamson & Blackburn, 2009). As accountability systems with high-
stakes assessments increase, principals must understand and use data to improve
instruction (Khanna, Trousdale, Penuel, & Kell, 1999). The proper use of data by
principals is an effective strategy for raising student achievement (Bernhardt, 2009; Earl
& Katz, 2006; Holcomb, 2004; Johnson, 2002). In the age of accountability and
assessment, there is a need to ensure that data provided, regarding student achievement, is
effectively and appropriately utilized by school site administrators in a systematic way to
improve student achievement.
The purpose of this study was to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title
I principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
Population Sample
The elementary principals and assistant principals in the six-district Heartland
Educational Consortium were asked to participate in this study (Table 4). This study
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focused on the 31 elementary Title I schools that are located in the Heartland Educational
Consortium. The districts which comprise this consortium are Desoto, Glades, Hardee,
Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee. These districts are small, rural communities with as
little as two Title I schools in Glades and ten in Highlands. The average number of Title I
schools in these districts is five.
Table 4
Potential Participants for the Study
Heartland districts Principals Assistant Principals Total
Desoto 3 3 6
Glades 2 2 4
Hardee 5 5 10
Hendry 6 0 6
Highlands 10 9 19
Okeechobee 5 5 10
31 24 55
Data Collection
The 31 principals and 24 assistant principals of elementary Title I schools in the
Heartland Educational Consortium were asked to participate in the study. The researcher
asked to be on the superintendents’ agenda for the superintendents’ monthly meeting for
the purpose of explaining the research, requesting permission to survey the principals and
assistant principals. This request was granted but due to an unforeseen conflict, the
superintendent of Hardee represented the researcher at the meeting and made the request
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for the study. The researcher provided a copy of the questionnaire, the cover letter to the
questionnaire, and an explanation of the purpose, problem statement, and research
questions for the superintendents. In addition, the researcher met with the superintendent
from Hardee County and explained the study prior to his meeting with the
superintendents. The superintendents from Highlands, Hendry, Okeechobee, and Glades
approved the study. The superintendent of Desoto was not in attendance at the
superintendent meeting but approved the study after the researcher made a request
through e-mail.
The questionnaire was designed by the researcher to survey the principals and
assistant principals in the study (Appendix N). The survey instrument was created to take
no longer than 30 minutes to complete but in most cases respondents were able to finish it
in much less time. The researcher scheduled to meet with the principals and assistant
principals in each district to administer the questionnaire. In Highlands, Okeechobee,
Hardee, and Hendry counties, the researcher was given time during a principals’ meeting
to explain the study and survey the respondents. The researcher presented the survey
during a principals’ meeting in Hardee County. Two of the principals finished the
questionnaire during the meeting and the three others had their survey instrument either
picked up by the researcher at the individual school sites or delivered the survey
instrument to the researcher. The survey instruments of the Okeechobee principals were
mailed back to the researcher. The principals of Highlands and Hendry completed the
survey instruments during the principals’ meeting and the researcher collected the survey
instruments at that time. In Desoto and Glades, the researcher traveled to each school site
and met with the principal and assistant principal to provide them a copy of the survey
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instrument. The researcher left the survey instrument with the administrators and returned
back to each school to pick up the survey instruments a few days later.
The researcher met with each Okeechobee assistant principal at each school site
and administered the survey instrument to each individually. Those survey instruments
that were not collected at the time were mailed back to the researcher. In Hardee, the
researcher met with each assistant principal at the school site to provide each with a copy
of the survey instrument. The researcher later returned to pick up each survey instrument
at the school sites. The researcher gave each of the Highlands’ principals a copy of the
survey instrument packet to give to their assistant principal. A follow-up e-mail was sent
from the researcher to the assistant principals to explain the study. The researcher met
with the Highlands’ principals after a district meeting the following week to pick up the
survey instruments. Hendry County does not have any assistant principals. In five cases
the researcher was not able to meet with school administrators due to illness or prior
commitments. A packet with the questionnaire, cover letter, informed consent, and a
stamped envelope was left for the administrator to complete and return to the researcher.
Two of the survey instruments were mailed back and one was scanned and e-mailed back
to the researcher.
Fifty-three of the potential fifty-five participants completed the survey instrument
which was used in the data analysis. This reflects a 96% completion rate. Thirty
principals, 97% response rate, and twenty-three assistant principals, 96% response rate,
completed the survey instruments for the study. One assistant principal questionnaire was
returned to the researcher after the analysis and thus not used in the study. Most of the
principals, 97%, and all of the assistant principals have been in their current role less than
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fifteen years (Table 5). Only six of the principals, 20%, have sixteen or more
administrative years experience in Florida.
Table 5
Study Participants by Administrative Experience
Questionnaire
Administrative
Experience
Categories
Principals
F
Principals
%
Assistant
Principals
f
Assistant
Principals
%
Total
0-15 years in current
role
29 97% 23 100% 52
16+ years in current
role
1 3% 0 0% 1
0-15 total number of
administrative
experience (principal
and assistant
principal) in Florida
24 80% 22 96% 46
16+ total number of
administrative
experience (principal
and assistant
principal) in Florida
6 20% 1 4% 7
Sixty-six percent of the principals and assistant principals reported that their
school is in Category I of the Differentiated Accountability model (Table 6). Thirty-four
percent reported that their school is in Category II of the Differentiated Accountability
(DA) model (Table 6).
In 2008, a pilot program of Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Model (DA)
was implemented, which is a consolidation of federal and state accountability systems for
the sake of identifying low performing schools. Both the federal NCLB legislation and
the state’s former school accountability system, commonly referred to as Florida’s School
Grades, were merged to create a seamless accountability system for Florida’s schools. On
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August 14, 2009 the State Board of Education approved the full implementation of the
DA model. This rule allowed for the categorization of schools, level of assistance
provided to schools, and the support systems and strategies to be implemented by schools
and districts. The model consolidated non-Title I schools and Title I schools into
categories of differentiated assistance and support from the school district and the state
and clarified the requirements from the school. This categorization is referred to as the
Differentiated Accountability Matrix. Schools are organized into category I, Prevent I
and Correct I, which require less support from the district and from the state. Category II,
Prevent II and Correct II schools, require more support from the district and the state. The
Strategies and Support document, provided by the Florida Department of Education,
provides the guidelines for the DA requirements for schools in the matrix.
Table 6
Study Participants Self-reporting of School’s Differentiated Accountability Designation
Differentiated
Accountability
Categories
Principals
F
Principals
%
Assistant
Principals
f
Assistant
Principals
%
Total
Category I:
Prevent I or
Correct I or no
designation
20* 63% 20 87% 40
Category II:
Prevent II,
Correct II, or
Intervene
11* 33% 3 13% 14
Total 31 23 54
*One
principal
coded
Category I
and II
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Reliability
The internal consistency of the fifty items was determined by a Cronbach alpha,
which is an estimate of internal consistency. The alpha coefficient for the fifty items is
.966, suggesting that the items have relatively high internal consistency (Table 7). A
reliability coefficient of 70 or higher is considered acceptable. High reliability means that
respondents who selected high scores for one item also tended to select high scores for
the others and those that selected low scores for one item tended to select low scores for
the others. A review of the returned survey instruments by the researcher revealed that
two respondents had inadvertently left out responses to some of the items. AP#10 did not
answer item #16 of the survey instrument. AP#19 did not answer items 14, 15, 16, 17, 18,
19, or 20. To prevent the exclusion of these two surveys from the analysis, the researcher
substituted values for the missing values. The missing values were imputed from the
overall mean of each respondent’s questionnaire. The overall mean score for assistant
principal #10 was 4.1. A value of 4 was substituted for the missing value in item #16. The
overall mean score for assistant principal #19 was 3.9. A value of 4 was substituted for
the missing values in items 14, 15, 16, 17, 19, and 20.
Tables 8 and 10 display the mean and standard deviation of the items. A review of
the Cronbach alphas of the subscales indicated that leadership had the highest reliability
and data skills had the least reliability (Table 11). The Corrected-Item Total Correlations
for the 50-item questionnaire and each of the 10-item subscales did not reveal any items
that needed to be removed due to a low correlation (Table 9).
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Table 7
Cronbach alpha for the Fifty Items
N %
Cases Valid 53 100.0
Excluded 0 .0
Total 53 100.0
Cronbach's
Alpha N of Items
.965 50
Table 8
Mean and Standard Deviation by Item
N Mean Std. Deviation
V1 53 4.77 .423
V2 53 4.72 .455
V3 53 4.28 .769
V4 53 4.04 .999
V5 53 4.45 .748
V6 53 4.36 .811
V7 53 4.58 .497
V8 53 4.30 .503
V9 53 4.21 .863
V10 53 4.36 .710
V11 53 4.15 .969
V12 53 3.75 1.054
V13 53 3.68 1.105
V14 53 4.26 .836
V15 53 3.89 .993
V16 53 3.91 1.005
V17 53 4.40 .947
V18 53 4.06 .929
V19 53 3.23 .993
V20 53 3.00 1.193
V21 53 4.21 1.007
V22 53 4.55 .774
V23 53 4.40 .862
V24 53 3.98 1.065
V25 53 4.87 .342
V26 53 4.11 1.068
V27 53 4.34 .831
V28 53 4.11 1.031
V29 53 4.00 .920
V30 53 4.02 .772
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V31 53 4.38 .596
V32 53 4.40 .566
V33 53 3.02 .971
V34 53 4.15 .841
V35 53 4.38 .740
V36 53 4.53 .696
V37 53 4.32 .701
V38 53 3.28 1.231
V39 53 4.51 .724
V40 53 4.19 .833
V41 53 4.38 .657
V42 53 4.51 .576
V43 53 4.06 .929
V44 53 4.36 .736
V45 53 4.23 .776
V46 53 4.06 .886
V47 53 4.25 .617
V48 53 3.81 .962
V49 53 3.91 .925
V50 53 4.34 .807
Valid N (listwise) 53
Table 9
Item-Total Statistics
Scale Mean if
Item Deleted
Scale
Variance if
Item Deleted
Corrected
Item-Total
Correlation
Cronbach's
Alpha if Item
Deleted
V1 203.25 643.189 .624 .964
V2 203.30 643.907 .547 .964
V3 203.74 635.198 .541 .964
V4 203.98 626.519 .584 .964
V5 203.57 631.289 .662 .964
V6 203.66 629.075 .664 .964
V7 203.43 644.827 .462 .964
V8 203.72 648.091 .328 .965
V9 203.81 632.502 .542 .964
V10 203.66 636.229 .559 .964
V11 203.87 626.694 .600 .964
V12 204.26 627.160 .539 .964
V13 204.34 627.921 .498 .964
V14 203.75 627.150 .691 .963
V15 204.13 630.655 .503 .964
V16 204.11 624.025 .632 .964
V17 203.62 624.086 .671 .963
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V18 203.96 626.999 .621 .964
V19 204.79 629.706 .523 .964
V20 205.02 626.903 .476 .965
V21 203.81 624.348 .624 .964
V22 203.47 623.331 .849 .963
V23 203.62 621.278 .808 .963
V24 204.04 621.114 .650 .964
V25 203.15 648.631 .460 .964
V26 203.91 617.472 .718 .963
V27 203.68 624.491 .760 .963
V28 203.91 617.010 .755 .963
V29 204.02 622.903 .719 .963
V30 204.00 632.615 .606 .964
V31 203.64 635.157 .707 .964
V32 203.62 638.393 .630 .964
V33 205.00 631.346 .502 .964
V34 203.87 626.232 .708 .963
V35 203.64 627.081 .786 .963
V36 203.49 630.409 .740 .963
V37 203.70 638.292 .507 .964
V38 204.74 629.352 .419 .965
V39 203.51 630.370 .711 .963
V40 203.83 627.105 .694 .963
V41 203.64 636.465 .599 .964
V42 203.51 641.985 .495 .964
V43 203.96 628.537 .587 .964
V44 203.66 643.959 .328 .965
V45 203.79 642.052 .359 .965
V46 203.96 632.229 .533 .964
V47 203.77 638.525 .572 .964
V48 204.21 630.283 .529 .964
V49 204.11 633.641 .478 .964
V50 203.68 623.222 .816 .963
Table 10
Scale Statistics
Mean Variance Std. Deviation N of Items
208.02 656.750 25.627 50
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Table 11
Cronbach alpha for the Subscales
Cronbach alpha N of Respondents N of items
School Improvement .871 53 10
Professional
Development .849 53 10
Leadership .917 53 10
Monitoring Processes .890 53 10
Data Skills .823 53 10
Results and Findings by Research Question
Research Question 1
To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive
that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
An overall mean was computed for all of the respondents as one group, principals
and assistant principals, as well as a mean for each of the subscales in the questionnaire.
Additionally, a standard deviation was calculated to describe the index variability.
Additional descriptive statistical analysis provided insight into the perceptions of the
group in data use in achievement-related decision making which was used to answer
research question 1.
Table 12 provides the descriptive statistics: item mean, standard error of the
mean, standard deviation, variance, and median of each subscale and the overall
questionnaire. Fifty-three school administrators, 30 principals and 23 assistant principals,
participated in the study.
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Table 12
Descriptive Statistics
Subscales N Mean Std.
Error
of
Mean
Std.
Deviation
Variance Median
School
improvement
53 4.408 .0656 .478 .228 4.5
Leadership 53 4.258 .0926 .674 .454 4.4
Professional
Development
53 3.819 .0914 .665 .443 4.0
Monitoring
Processes
53 4.115 .0791 .576 .331 4.1
Data Skills 53 4.189 .0681 .496 .246 4.3
Overall 53 4.160 .0704 .513 .263 4.2
The descriptive statistics revealed no unusual means or standard deviations.
Figure 1 display the item means of the perceptions of administrators, principals and
assistant principals, in their use of data in the areas of school improvement, leadership,
professional development, progress monitoring, and data skills. The mean for the overall
score for the questionnaire is also displayed in the graph. School improvement has the
highest mean, 4.408. The mean for leadership, 4.258, was ranked second by the
administrators. Monitoring processes and data skills had similar means, 4.115 and 4.189
respectively. The perceptions by administrators in their use of data in the area of
professional development had the lowest mean, 3.819. The means of school
improvement, leadership, and data skills were higher than the overall mean, 4.160, for the
questionnaire.
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Figure 1. Item Means by Subscale and Overall
A review of the means in Table 12 indicates that the administrators perceive that
they use data most in the area of school improvement (x=4.408). There is the least
amount of variability in the school improvement scores with a standard deviation of .478
and a variance of .228 (Table 12). This means that the responses are less dispersed. The
information in Table 13 and Figure 2 shows that only 13.2% of the respondents had a
mean item response below 4.0 on the school improvement subscale. The mean and the
median of school improvement are the highest scores of all of the subscales. Assistant
principal #5’s response to the open-ended item regarding supports to data use
corroborates these results with the following statement: “As a leadership team (principal,
AP, and data coach) we meet weekly to discuss data trends, analyze data and plan for
ways to use the data to improve instructional strategies. We also have twice monthly data
meetings with our teachers to review data, review assessments and plan next steps.”
Items #2 and #3 from the questionnaire were included in the school improvement
subscale: #2: I work with the school leadership team to analyze student achievement
Subscales
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data to identify school improvement strategies. #3: I work with the entire school staff to
analyze student achievement data to identify school improvement strategies.
Table 13
School Improvement Frequency of Respondents’ Mean Item Responses
Mean Item
Response Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid 2.8 1 1.9 1.9
3.2 1 1.9 3.8
3.5 1 1.9 5.7
3.7 1 1.9 7.5
3.8 2 3.8 11.3
3.9 1 1.9 13.2
4.0 4 7.5 20.8
4.1 3 5.7 26.4
4.2 3 5.7 32.1
4.3 4 7.5 39.6
4.4 4 7.5 47.2
4.5 4 7.5 54.7
4.6 7 13.2 67.9
4.7 4 7.5 75.5
4.8 3 5.7 81.1
4.9 2 3.8 84.9
5.0 8 15.1 100.0
Total 53 100.0
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Figure 2. School Improvement Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Figure 2. School Improvement Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
After school improvement, administrators reported that they use data most in the
area of leadership (x=4.258). However, there is the most amount of variability in the area
of leadership with a standard deviation of .674 and a variance of .454 (Table 12). The
negative skewness of the responses indicates that most respondents tended to strongly
agree or agree to the items in this subscale (Figure 2).
Table 14 and Figure 3 indicate that 26.4% of the respondents had a mean score of
3.9 or less in the area of leadership compared to 13.9% who had a mean score of 3.9 or
less in the area of school improvement. Over fifteen percent of the mean scores were 3.5
or below for leadership compared to 5.7% at 3.5 or below in the area of school
improvement.
Assistant principal #3’s response to the open-ended item regarding supports to
data use substantiates these results with the following statement:
AP-3: “Data chats using Literacy First, Go Math, and Mock FCAT data
conducted by the Literacy coach and the principal seem to be very beneficial. These data
Item Means
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chats are conducted with teachers individually.” Item #21 from the questionnaire was
included in the leadership subscale: #21: I review student achievement data with each
teacher in a one-on-one meeting.
Table 14
Leadership Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Mean Item
Response Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid 2.4 2 3.8 3.8
2.5 1 1.9 5.7
2.9 1 1.9 7.5
3.4 1 1.9 9.4
3.5 3 5.7 15.1
3.6 2 3.8 18.9
3.7 1 1.9 20.8
3.8 1 1.9 22.6
3.9 2 3.8 26.4
4.1 4 7.5 34.0
4.2 4 7.5 41.5
4.3 2 3.8 45.3
4.4 3 5.7 50.9
4.5 3 5.7 56.6
4.6 3 5.7 62.3
4.7 5 9.4 71.7
4.8 5 9.4 81.1
4.9 7 13.2 94.3
5.0 3 5.7 100.0
Total 53 100.0
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Figure 3. Leadership Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Table 12 indicates that the administrators perceived that they use data least in the
area of professional development (x=3.819). Forty-five point three percent of the
respondents had mean scores of 3.9 or less in professional development compared to
26.4% in leadership and 13.9% in school improvement (Table 15 and Figure 4). Thirty-
four percent of the mean scores were 3.5 or below in the area of professional
development compared to 15.1% in leadership and 5.7% in school improvement. After
leadership, professional development has the most variability in scores: SD=.665 and
variance=.443.
Administrators indicated in the open-ended item that a lack of professional
development and personnel with expertise to deliver training were barriers to the use of
data. Time for professional development and resistance to change by staff members were
also included as barriers.
Item Means
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AP-2: “The most critical barrier would be my lack of training and knowledge.”
AP-16: “Barriers to data use include using different data collection tools and providing
time for training on the use of the tools.”
P-25: “One of the barriers include (sic) resistance to change. It has gotten better but at
first changing instructional strategies changes were not happening. Now after many in-
services, etc. teachers are sharing, using best practices and are willing to model to
groups for the purpose of changing instruction.”
P-29: “Time for staff development to train teachers in data collection as well as data
analysis is very limited. We need multiple days throughout the year and resources to
bring in experts or train from within on topics such as data analysis, best practices, and
paradigm shift. Lack of resources and time continue to be major barriers as well as
having true expertise available for training.”
Table 15
Professional Development Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Mean Item
Response Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid 1.9 1 1.9 1.9
2.2 1 1.9 3.8
2.6 1 1.9 5.7
2.7 2 3.8 9.4
2.9 1 1.9 11.3
3.0 2 3.8 15.1
3.2 3 5.7 20.8
3.4 3 5.7 26.4
3.5 4 7.5 34.0
3.7 1 1.9 35.8
3.8 4 7.5 43.4
3.9 1 1.9 45.3
3.9 2 3.8 49.1
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4.0 3 5.7 54.7
4.1 4 7.5 62.3
4.2 4 7.5 69.8
4.3 2 3.8 73.6
4.4 5 9.4 83.0
4.5 5 9.4 92.5
4.6 2 3.8 96.2
4.7 1 1.9 98.1
4.8 1 1.9 100.0
Total 53 100.0
Figure 4. Professional Development Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Table 12 indicates that monitoring processes and data skills had similar means,
4.115 and 4.189 respectively. However, there is more variability in the means of
monitoring processes (SD=.576 and variance=.331) than data skills (SD=.576 and
variance=.331). This means that the responses were more dispersed than homogeneous.
Thirty-nine point six percent of the monitoring processes’ means were 3.9 or below
compared to 24.5% at 3.9 or below for data skills (Tables 16 and 17 and Figures 5 and 6).
Item Means
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The median score for monitoring processes, 4.1, is also lower than the median for data
skills, 4.3.
Administrators indicated that a lack of knowledge and time to analyze were
barriers to data use.
AP-5: “The barrier for me was lack of experience in analyzing the data.”
AP-12: “Time for analysis and a complete understanding have been barriers.”
P-14: “Lack of knowledge concerning some specific skill analysis data.”
P-5: “The biggest barrier for me has been compiling all the data and determining which
direction, intervention to utilize to direct classroom instruction. Pinpointing specific
student difficulties and creating the time and resources to get the student that
individualized instruction (sic).”
Table 16
Monitoring Processes Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Mean Item
Response Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid 2.3 1 1.9 1.9
2.7 1 1.9 3.8
3.0 1 1.9 5.7
3.5 4 7.5 13.2
3.6 3 5.7 18.9
3.7 2 3.8 22.6
3.8 7 13.2 35.8
3.9 2 3.8 39.6
4.0 2 3.8 43.4
4.1 4 7.5 50.9
4.2 3 5.7 56.6
4.3 3 5.7 62.3
4.4 3 5.7 67.9
4.5 3 5.7 73.6
4.6 3 5.7 79.2
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4.7 3 5.7 84.9
4.8 4 7.5 92.5
4.9 2 3.8 96.2
5.0 2 3.8 100.0
Total 53 100.0
Figure 5. Monitoring Processes Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Table 17
Data Skills Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Mean Item
Response Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid 2.4 1 1.9 1.9
3.1 1 1.9 3.8
3.2 1 1.9 5.7
3.4 2 3.8 9.4
3.6 1 1.9 11.3
3.7 2 3.8 15.1
3.8 3 5.7 20.8
Item Means
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3.9 2 3.8 24.5
4.0 3 5.7 30.2
4.1 5 9.4 39.6
4.2 4 7.5 47.2
4.3 6 11.3 58.5
4.4 6 11.3 69.8
4.5 5 9.4 79.2
4.6 4 7.5 86.8
4.7 2 3.8 90.6
4.8 2 3.8 94.3
4.9 1 1.9 96.2
5.0 2 3.8 100.0
Total 53 100.0
Figure 6. Data Skills Frequency of Respondents’ Item Means
Item Means
93
The overall mean for the questionnaire was 4.160. The variability is indicated by
a standard deviation of .513 and a variance of .263 (Table 12). Table 18 and Figure 7
denote a somewhat equal distribution across the range of means.
Table 18
Frequency of Respondents’ Total Score Item Means
Mean Item
Response Frequency Percent
Cumulative
Percent
Valid 2.44 1 1.9 1.9
2.74 1 1.9 3.8
3.02 1 1.9 5.7
3.46 1 1.9 7.5
3.52 1 1.9 9.4
3.56 1 1.9 11.3
3.60 1 1.9 13.2
3.68 1 1.9 15.1
3.74 1 1.9 17.0
3.78 1 1.9 18.9
3.82 2 3.8 22.6
3.86 1 1.9 24.5
3.90 2 3.8 28.3
3.95 1 1.9 30.2
4.00 1 1.9 32.1
4.02 1 1.9 34.0
4.04 1 1.9 35.8
4.06 1 1.9 37.7
4.10 1 1.9 39.6
4.18 1 1.9 41.5
4.22 3 5.7 47.2
4.24 2 3.8 50.9
4.26 2 3.8 54.7
4.30 1 1.9 56.6
4.34 1 1.9 58.5
4.36 3 5.7 64.2
4.42 2 3.8 67.9
4.44 1 1.9 69.8
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4.48 1 1.9 71.7
4.50 1 1.9 73.6
4.54 1 1.9 75.5
4.56 1 1.9 77.4
4.64 3 5.7 83.0
4.66 3 5.7 88.7
4.68 1 1.9 90.6
4.74 1 1.9 92.5
4.78 1 1.9 94.3
4.80 1 1.9 96.2
4.82 1 1.9 98.1
4.84 1 1.9 100.0
Total 53 100.0
Figure 7. Frequency of Respondents’ Total Score Item Means
Item Means
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Research Question 2
What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and assistant principals
across the several areas of data use for achievement-related decision
making?
A repeated measures ANOVA was calculated to examine for statistically
significant differences among the subscale means. Any patterns among the group’s
perceptions were revealed in this analysis. An advantage of a repeated measures design is
that fewer subjects are required (Stevens, 1999).
Table 19 reveals that administrators perceive that they use data in the area of
school improvement (x=4.408) and leadership (x=4.258) more than in the area of
monitoring processes (x=4.115) and data skills (x=4.189). They perceive that they use
data in the area of professional development (x=3.819) the least.
Skewness values were outside the range of +1 and -1 (Table 19). This indicates a
non-symmetric distribution of the data. The skewness values are all negative, indicating that
the frequency distribution of the survey questionnaire responses tend to have a longer tail on
the low end of the scale rather than the high end of the scale (Figures 2 & 3).
Table 19
Descriptive Statistics of Subscales
Subscales N Skewness Mean Std. Deviation
School
Improvement 53 -1.05 4.408 .478
Leadership 53 -1.25 4.258 .674
Professional
Development 53 -.892 3.819 .665
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Wilks' lambda is a test statistic used in analysis of variance to test whether there
are differences between the means of identified groups of subjects on a combination of
dependent variables. Lambda varies from 0 to 1, with 0 denoting group means differ and
1 meaning all group means are the same. Table 20 reports the Wilks’ lambda at .305. The
Wilks’ Lambda=.305, F=(4,49), p=.000 suggests that one or more statistically significant
differences exist among the five subscales: school improvement, leadership, professional
development, monitoring processes, and data skills (Table 20). Other multivariate tests
listed in Table 17 provide similar information to the Wilks’ Lambda, as noted by the
results in the last column. The results in the last column are truncated, meaning that the
results could be .0009 or less.
Table 20
Multivariate Testsb
Value F Hypothesis
df
Error df Sig.
Wilks’
Lambda
.305 27.879 4.000 49.000 .000
Pillai’s Trace .695 27.879 4.000 49.000 .000
Hotelling’s
Trace
2.276 27.879 4.000 49.000 .000
Roy’s
Largest Root
2.276 27.879 4.000 49.000 .000
Monitoring
Processes 53 -.742 4.115 .576
Data Skills 53 -1.14 4.189 .496
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The assumption of independence is not presumed in a repeated measures
ANOVA, as the same person is measured for different conditions or trials. The
assumption that there is a relationship between the conditions is sphericity. The
assumption of sphericity can be compared to the assumption of homogeneity of variance,
equal variance between the observations in the individual groups. The significant value of
.048 for Mauchly’s W and the epsilon value of .899 for Huynh-Feldt suggests that there
is a violation of sphericity (Table 18). When the significance level of the Mauchly’s test
is < 0.05 then sphericity cannot be assumed. Epsilon indicates the degree to which
sphericity has been violated. If sphericity is met perfectly then epsilon will be exactly 1.
If epsilon is below 1 then sphericity is violated. The further epsilon gets away from 1 the
worse the violation. The value of .899 for Huynh-Feldt suggests that the violation is fairly
mild (Table 21). When the assumption of sphericity is violated, the probability of a Type
I error is increased. A Type I error results in rejecting the null hypotheses when the null is
in fact correct. Table 22 displays the analysis for the corrected violations of sphericity.
Huynh-Feldt reports the df at 3.597 which is below 4.0; therefore, the violation of
sphericity has been corrected. The corrected results show significance values indicating
that one or more reliable differences exist among the five subscale means (Table 22).
Table: 21
Tests of Within-Subjects Effects-Sphericity
Epsilon
Within
Subjects
Effect
Mauchly’s
W
Approx.
Chi-
Square
df Sig. Greenhouse-
Geisser
Huynh-
Feldt
Lower-
bound
.713 17.035 9 .048 .835 .899 .250
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Table: 22
Corrected Tests of Within-Subjects Effects
Source Type III
Sum of
Squares
df Mean
Square
F Sig.
Subscale Sphericity
Assumed
10.086 4 2.522 26.401 .000
Subscale Huynh-Feldt 10.086 3.597 2.804 26.401 .000
Subscale Greenhouse-
Geisser
10.086 3.340 3.020 26.401 .000
Subscale Lower-
bound
10.086 1.00 10.086 26.401 .000
Error(Subscale) Sphericity
Assumed
19.866 208 .096
Error(Subscale) Huynh-Feldt 19.866 187.023 .106
Error(Subscale) Greenhouse-
Geisser
19.866 173.671 .114
Error(Subscale) Lower-
bound
19.866 52.000 .382
Table 23 displays 95% confidence bands for each of the five within subject
variables. The within subject variables are the responses on the five subscales. The band
for professional development does not overlap with the bands for school improvement,
leadership, or data skills (Figure 8). Professional development is actually lower than the
bands for the other three subscales. This indicates that the mean for professional
development differs at or beyond the .05 alpha level from the means of each of these
variables. The band for monitoring processes does not overlap with the band for school
improvement (Figure 8). This indicates that the mean for monitoring processes differs at
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or beyond the .05 alpha level from the mean for school improvement. Monitoring
processes is lower than the band for school improvement.
Table 23
Estimated Marginal Means
95% Confidence Interval
Subscale Mean Std. Error Lower Bound Upper Bound
School
Improvement 4.408 .066 4.276 4.539
Leadership 4.258 .093 4.073 4.444
Professional
Development 3.819 .091 3.635 4.002
Monitoring
Processes 4.115 .079 3.956 4.274
Data Skills 4.189 .068 4.052 4.325
3.6
4.1
4.6
School
Improvement
Leadership Professional
Development
Monitoring
Processes
Data Skills
Figure 8. Confidence Bands for the Five Within Subject Variables
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Research Question 3
Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the perceptions of
HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for achievement-related
decision making?
The perceptions of the principals and assistant principals were analyzed using a
One-Way Multivariate Analysis (MANOVA) which allowed a comparison of all of the
subscale means of the principals with those of the assistant principals. The MANOVA
analysis controls the error rate which allows for correlations among the dependent
measures (Stevens, 1999). The results provided insight into whether elementary
principals and assistant principals differ in their perceptions of data use. Overall mean
scores for the survey were not calculated nor reported for the principals and the assistant
principals as the reporting was done on the subscale level.
A review of the overall group reveals that school improvement has the highest
mean, 4.408. The mean for leadership, 4.258, had the next highest score by the
administrators. Monitoring processes and data skills had similar means, 4.115 and 4.189
respectively. The perceptions by administrators in their use of data in the area of
professional development had the lowest mean, 3.819. The assistant principals had lower
means than the principals in all of the subscales (Table 24). Figure 9 displays the means
of the perceptions of assistant principals, principals, and the overall group in their use of
data in the areas of school improvement, leadership, professional development, progress
monitoring, and data skills. Interestingly, all of the standard deviations were also greater
in the assistant principal group than the principal group. This suggests that the assistant
principals are more variable in their perceptions about the use of data.
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Table 24
Descriptive Statistics of Subscales
Group N Mean Std. Deviation
School
Improvement
AP 23 4.296 .5866
P 30 4.493 .3619
Total 53 4.408 .4779
Leadership AP 23 3.957 .8084
P 30 4.490 .4374
Total 53 4.258 .6741
Professional
Development
AP 23 3.521 .7778
P 30 4.047 .4592
Total 53 3.819 .6653
Monitoring
Processes
AP 23 3.961 .6913
P 30 4.233 .4452
Total 53 4.115 .5756
Data Skills AP 23 4.061 .5425
P 30 4.287 .4416
Total 53 4.189 .4960
Figure 9. Assistant Principals’ and Principals’ Item Means for Each Subscale
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Box’s Test of Covariance tests the null hypothesis that the observed covariance
matrices of the dependent variables are equal across groups (Table 25). The assumption
of homogeneity of covariance has not been violated (sig=.154).
Table 25
Box’s Test of Equality of Covariance Matrices
Box’s M 22.996
F 1.366
df1 15
df2 8977.754
Sig. .154
Wilks' Lambda is a test statistic used in analysis of variance to test whether there
are differences between the means of identified groups of subjects on a combination of
dependent variables. Lambda varies from 0 to 1, with 0 denoting group means differ and
1 meaning all group means are the same. A One-Way Multivariate Analysis (MANOVA)
was conducted to compare all of the subscale means of the principals with those of the
assistant principals. There was not a statistically significant difference between the two
groups on the overall set of dependent variables, Wilks’ Lambda=.803, F=(5,47), p=.060
(Table 26). The power of a statistical test equals the probability of rejecting the null
hypotheses when the null is false. Power can range from .000 to .999. The closer that
power is to 1.0, the greater the probability of rejecting the null when it is false. Power
increases as the sample size increases, and as the true value of the parameter being tested
deviates further from the value hypothesized by the null. Without sufficient power, the
statistical tests are unable to reject the null and therefore, unable to accept the alternate
hypothesis of a difference. (Glass & Hopkins, 1996). Based on this analysis, the
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researcher could not reject the overall null hypotheses of no differences among the set of
subscales means of the two groups, principals and assistant principals.
Table 26
Multivariate Tests-Significance
Effect Value F Hypothesis
of
Error diff Sig.
Group Pillai’s
Trace
.197 2.301 5.000 47.000 .060
Group Wilks’
Lambda
.803 2.301 5.000 47.000 .060
Group Hotelling’s
Trace
.245 2.301 5.000 47.000 .060
Group Roy’s
Largest
Root
.245 2.301 5.000 47.000 .060
The following table provides the power value associated with the test of the overall null
for the MANOVA (.690). Table 28 provides the F values associated with the significance
values which are shown in Table 29.
Table 27
Multivariate Tests
Effect Partial
Eta
Squared
Noncent.
Parameter
Observed
Power
Group Pillai’s Trace .197 11.507 .690
Wilks’Lambda .197 11.507 .690
Hotelling’s
Trace
.197 11.507 .690
Roy’s Largest
Root
.197 11.507 .690
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Table 28
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source Dependent
Variable
Type III
Sum of
Squares
Df Mean
Square
F
Corrected
Model
School
Improvement
.509 1 .509 2.282
Leadership 3.705 1 3.705 9.484
Professional
Development
3.594 1 3.594 9.436
Monitoring
Processes
.966 1 .966 3.031
Data Skills .664 1 .664 2.791
The Wilks' Lambda analysis resulted in the researcher not rejecting the overall
null hypotheses of no differences among the set of subscales means of the two groups,
principals and assistant principals. However, Table 29 indicates that professional
development and leadership have a significance value of .003. The power values
associated with the tests of the nulls for the five subscales (.317 to .856) are displayed in
Table 29. Table 30 and Figure 10 display 95% confidence bands for each of the five
between- subject variables. The principal and assistant principal bands for leadership and
professional development do not overlap, suggesting that with a larger sample or with
more reliable subscales there might have been statistically significant differences between
the two administrative groups on these subscales.
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Table 29
Tests of Between-Subjects Effects
Source Dependent
Variable
Sig. Partial
Eta
Squared
Noncent.
Parameter
Observed
Powerb
Corrected Model School
Improvement
.137 .043 2.282 .317
Leadership .003 .157 9.484 .856
Professional
Development
.003 .156 9.436 .854
Monitoring
Processes
.088 .056 3.031 .401
Data Skills .101 .052 2.791 .374
Table 30
95% Confidence Intervals for Between-Subject Variables
95% Confidence Interval
Dependent
Variable
Group Mean Std. Error Lower
Bound
Upper
Bound
School
Improvement
AP 4.296 .098 4.098 4.493
P 4.493 .086 4.320 4.666
Leadership AP 3.957 .130 3.695 4.218
P 4.490 .114 4.261 4.719
Professional
Development
AP 3.521 .129 3.263 3.780
P 4.047 .113 3.820 4.273
Monitoring
Processes
AP 3.961 .118 3.724 4.197
P 4.233 .103 4.026 4.440
Data Skills
AP 4.061 .102 3.857 4.265
P 4.287 .089 4.108 4.465
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Figure 10. 95% Confidence Intervals for Between-Subject Variables
Research Question 4
What supports and barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making do HEC
Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they experience?
Two open ended items were included in the questionnaire to analyze the supports
and barriers of data use by principals and assistant principals. Open-ended questions are
helpful in gaining insight but can be challenging to analyze (Jackson & Trochim, 2002).
Moser and Kalton (1977) suggest editing for completeness, accuracy, and uniformity.
The researcher reviewed the items to check that the respondents had supplied an answer
for the open-ended items. Three assistant principals and two principals provided no
response to the supports to data use open-ended item. Three assistant principals provided
no response to the barriers to data use open-ended item.
To increase the reliability, a priori procedures were established after the
questionnaires were completed and prior to developing coding categories (Montgomery
& Crittenden, 1977). Data reduction consists of coding responses in preparation for
analysis (Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2003). Coding requires the researcher to organize
the responses into categories (Montgomery & Crittenden, 1977). Strauss and Corbin
(1990) recommend organizing ideas and concepts by comparisons and asking questions
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about the similarity of the responses. Montgomery and Crittenden (1977) suggest that a
coder organize each questionnaire response into logical categories. A second coder
followed the same procedure for organizing the responses into logical categories. The
second coder, chosen by the researcher, has a doctoral degree and is currently a high
school principal and a former Title I elementary principal with experience in the barriers
and supports of data use. Patterns were considered between the two coders by organizing
the categories into cross tabulation tables.
The researcher met with the additional coder and explained the procedures for
identifying the themes present in the responses. A copy of the principals’ and assistant
principals’ responses to the two open-ended items were provided to the second coder.
Initially, the researcher and the second coder independently considered the themes
present in each administrator’s response to the two open-ended items (Appendices P, Q,
R, & S). After the initial themes were identified by the researcher and the additional
coder, the items were organized by the initial coding categories in an effort to see any
emerging patterns (Appendices T, W, Z, & CC). Then the researcher and coder
independently organized the ideas and concepts into categories by comparing the
similarity of the responses (Appendices U, X, AA, & DD). Upon completion of this step,
the researcher and coder discussed the similarities of their coding categories and the
emerging patterns. Finally, they came to consensus on the final category names by
analyzing the cross tabulation tables (Appendices V, Y, BB, & EE). The final results are
displayed in frequency tables (Table 31, 32, 33, and 34). After the themes were
identified, the researcher linked the findings to the quantitative portion of the survey
instrument.
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The researcher and the second coder identified the final themes for the principals’
supports to data use as professional development, support, data chats, data skills, and data
sources (Table 31). Thirty of the 45 responses, 67%, were matched by the two coders.
Principals suggested that professional development and data sources were the most
significant supports to their use of data. Trainings provided by school level coaches,
district personnel, Heartland personnel, and state personnel were all cited by the
principals as supports to using data. Principal #24 stated, “We’ve been well trained in all
areas of data analysis”. The data source most often mentioned by administrators as a
support was the product, Performance Matters. All Heartland districts have implemented
this data warehouse website which hosts several sources of data which includes FCAT,
district benchmark assessments, and FAIR. This tool allows administrators and
principals the ability to analyze data. Principal #2 conveyed that the “Performance
Matters data system has been especially helpful in analyzing data. It helps to see school-
wide trends in data based on item analysis, benchmarks, etc. It is very beneficial in
reviewing data with teachers”. Administrators mentioned that the district level has
provided support which has enabled them to use data. Principal #7 wrote that the “district
provides subs (substitutes) to discuss data individually with teachers”. Principal #8 stated
that the “district director has provided worksheets and data chats at the school level”.
“Essentially, they grant our every request when it comes to data collection”, commented
Principal #12. Data chats and data skills were each coded as 10% of the overall matched
responses. Principal #4 stated, “We have created data teams with the support of funding
to be able to give teaches an opportunity to look at data beyond their grade level to help
with improving their methods to raise instruction to meet standards of upcoming grades
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or to know where their students’ strengths and weaknesses are coming into the grade”.
Principals #25 and #26 described data skills which enable them to identify targeted
students and to implement strategies for intervention.
Table 31
Final Principals’ Categories for Supports for Data Use Frequency Table
Category F % of matched responses
Professional Development 9 30%
Support 6 20%
Data Chats 3 10%
Data Skills 3 10%
Data Sources 9 30%
The final categories for the assistant principals’ supports to data use were
professional development, support, data chats, data skills, and data sources (Table 32).
Twenty-three of the 31 responses, 74%, were matched by the two coders. Assistant
principals suggested that professional development and data chats were the most
significant supports to their use of data. Like the principals, the assistant principals
reported professional development most often as a support to data use. Thirty-nine
percent of the assistant principals provided professional development as their most
significant support to their use of data. AP #2 commented, “I’ve been involved in a
couple of trainings on data analysis and they were very helpful in teaching me how to
look at FCAT data and to determine if a student has made adequate yearly progress and
how to chart particular teacher’s students to determine where professional development
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might be needed”. Two assistant principals cited their own professional reading and
research as helpful in using data. Twenty-two percent of the assistant principals cited data
chats as a support to their use of data. AP#5 reported, “As a leadership team (principal,
AP, and data coach) we meet weekly to discuss data trends, analyze data and plan for
ways to use the data to improve instructional strategies. We also have twice monthly data
meetings with our teachers to review data, review assessments and plan next steps”. It
was mentioned by assistant principals that beneficial data chats occur between the district
level leadership and school administration, the school administration and teachers, and
teams of teachers. Support and data sources contributed to 17% each of the matched
responses. The supports mentioned by the assistants included district funding of
substitutes and professional development and providing consultants for training and
technology support. Seventeen percent of the coded responses referenced the availability
of data as a support to data use. Data mentioned by the assistants were FCAT, FAIR,
district benchmark assessments, and classroom assessments. “It is also helpful that we
have such a variety of data to analyze to make decisions”, commented AP#18. AP#23
stated, “A collaborative effort on both administrators and teachers, using all of the data
elements listed, have been beneficial”.
Table 32
Final Assistant Principals’ Categories for Supports for Data Use Frequency Table
Category F % of matched responses
Professional Development 9 39%
Support 4 17%
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Data Chats 5 22%
Data Skills 1 4%
Data Sources 4 17%
The final categories for principals’ barriers to data use were data sources, time,
data system, professional development, change, technology, and the use of data (Table
33). Principals reported more barriers to the use of data than supports for data use. Forty-
one of the 59 responses, 69%, were matched by the two coders. During the consensus
stage, the coders decided to combine the categories of assessments and data systems to
data sources. Also, technology was combined with support resulting in the support
category.
Overwhelmingly, time was cited most often by principals as a barrier to data use.
Thirty-two percent of the responses indicated time was a barrier. Principal #11 responded
that the “most critical barrier is lack of time”. Principal #17 concurred by stating, “The
greatest barrier is time to do the job with a decreasing loss of personnel. In other words,
the principal and his/her core leadership team has increasing paperwork and increasing
duties. This takes away from pivotal time to analyze, discover, implement, and monitor.
This does get done, but not to the high-level of personal expectancy. Schools need more
personnel support, even if it appears to be indirect, such as paraprofessionals, who can
do tasks that “free-up” time for (sic) leadership team to do data”. Principal #18 agreed
by writing, “Time is always a factor; however, it is well worth the time needed to meet
with each teacher”.
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Twenty seven percent of the matched responses concerned the data sources that
are available to principals. Several principals felt that some of the data that they rely on is
not valid or reliable. District benchmark assessments and FAIR assessments were cited as
examples of data that concern principals. Principal #2 concluded, “Teachers feel district
benchmark assessments are difficult to use to relay results to students. Assessment
formats are not similar and there is much disconnect between tests. Teachers find it
difficult to know whether students are improving or regressing as a whole”. Principal #3
concurred, “There has been some resistance to relying on data from the 3 baseline tests
we use for Performance Matters by my teachers. They feel the tests are poorly written,
some questions on the tests are not accurate. They question the validity of these tests.
Personally, I liked the tests from Kaplan that we used in previous years much better than
the tests we currently use. I feel the Performance Matters website is difficult to use”.
Seventeen percent of principals reported that they require additional support to
use data. Principals #4 and 17 suggested that they require more personnel support to
assist teachers and administrators for time “to do data” and assist students. At least one
principal does not have a coach at the school site to assist with data analysis.
Principals reported change to be a barrier to data use. The coders were able to
match 15% of the matched responses in the category of change. “One of the barriers
include (sic) resistance to change. It has gotten better but at first changing instructional
strategies (sic) changes were not happening. Now after many in-services, etc. teachers
are sharing, using best practices and are willing to model to groups for the purpose of
changing instruction”, concluded principal #25. Principal #4 stated that “another barrier
is trying to change the way “seasoned” teachers think”.
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Table 33
Final Principals’ Categories for Barriers to Data Use Frequency Table
Category F % of matched responses
Data Sources 11 27%
Time 13 32%
Professional Development 2 5%
Change 6 15%
Support 7 17%
Data Skills 2 5%
The final categories that emerged for assistant principals’ barriers to data use were
time, professional development, data sources, data skills, and support (Table 34). Similar
to the principals, the assistant principals reported more barriers to data use than supports
to data use. Twenty of the 34 responses, 59%, were matched by the two coders.
Thirty-two percent of the responses by principals indicated time was a barrier.
Assistant principals reported time as a barrier to data use even more than principals.
Fifty-five percent of the matched responses for assistant principals reported time as a
barrier to data use. Following are some of the comments related to time as a barrier.
 AP #3: “As an AP the greatest barrier is time. I am usually being called from data
meeting to take care of facility operational duties”.
 AP #6: “Some barriers that I have experienced is the amount of time that data
analysis and reflection requires. Although it is timely the information that you
gain is beneficial and useful in making curriculum based decisions”.
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 AP #7: “One of the biggest barriers to achievement related decision making is not
enough time in the day. It is difficult to find time to meet with the Leadership
Team and teachers without pulling them from class”.
 AP #9: “Finding time to analyze data on an ongoing basis and determine the
instructional implications of that analysis is a barrier I have experienced. By the
time data is received, decisions are made, and adjustments occur it is often time
to already assess again, before enough time has passed to reasonably expect a
noticeable improvement”.
 AP #22: “The most critical barrier to data use is the lack of uninterrupted time
with teachers to analyze and make instructional decisions”.
The assistant principals responded that additional barriers to data use were
professional development, data sources, and data skills. AP #2 stated, “The most critical
barrier would be my lack of training and knowledge”. AP#20 felt that too many
assessments are not reliable or valid and preferred the assessments from Literacy First
rather than FAIR. AP# 13 felt that “a common barrier is the minimal comfort area of
interpreting data”. AP#5 concurred by stating, “The barrier for me was (sic) lack of
experience in analyzing the data”.
Table 34
Final Assistant Principals’ Categories for Barriers to Data Use Frequency Table
Category F % of matched responses
Time 11 55%
Professional Development 2 10%
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Data Sources 3 15%
Data Skills 3 15%
Support 1 5%
Qualitative Link to Quantitative Analysis
Professional development was most reported by the principals and assistant
principals as a support to data use in the open-ended item. Interestingly, the findings from
the descriptive analysis revealed that administrators perceived that they use data least in
the area of professional development which had the lowest mean of the subscales.
The repeated measures ANOVA revealed that the band for professional
development does not overlap with the bands for school improvement, leadership, or data
skills (Figure 8). This indicates that the mean for professional development differs at or
beyond the .05 alpha level from the means of each of these variables. Principals and
assistant principals reported professional development as a support to data use, 30% and
39% respectively. Using data because of data skills was reported 10% by principals and
4% by assistant principals.
A One-Way Multivariate Analysis (MANOVA) was conducted to compare all of
the subscale means of the principals with those of the assistant principals. There was not
a statistically significant difference between the two groups for any of the subscales;
however, Table 29 indicated that professional development and leadership have a
significance value of .003. Table 30 and Figure 10 display 95% confidence bands for
each of the five between- subject variables. The variables in the subscales, leadership and
professional development, do not overlap suggesting that with a larger sample or with
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more reliable subscales there might have been statistical significance. The principals and
assistant principals responded similarly to the two open-ended items. Thirty percent of
the principals and 39% of the assistant principals reported that professional development
was a support to their use of data. Both groups, principals at 20% and assistant principals
at 17%, also listed that support, particularly from the district level, supports their use of
data. Both groups also reported that time was their most significant barrier to the use of
data.
Summary
The purpose of this study was to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title
I principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
A survey questionnaire was created by the researcher to survey the
administrators’ perspectives on the use of data in achievement-related decision making.
Fifty-three of the potential fifty-five participants completed the survey instrument which
was used in the data analysis. This reflects a 96% completion rate. Thirty principals, a
97% response rate, and twenty-three assistant principals, a 96% response rate, completed
the survey instrument for the study.
Analysis of the questionnaire responses resulted in the researcher identifying the
following:
 School improvement was identified by the group as the area in which they
use data most.
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 Professional development was identified by the group as the area in which
they use data least.
 The subscale of professional development does not overlap with the
bands for school improvement, leadership, or data skills. This indicates
that the mean for professional development differs at or beyond the .05
alpha level from the means of each of these variables.
 The band for monitoring processes does not overlap with the band for
school improvement (Figure 8). This indicates that the mean for
monitoring processes differs at or beyond the .05 alpha level from the
mean for school improvement. Monitoring processes is lower than the
band for school improvement.
 There were no statistically significant differences between the principals
and assistant principals in their use of data measured by the subscales.
 Principals suggested that professional development and data sources were
the most significant supports to their use of data. Trainings initiated by
school level coaches, district personnel, Heartland personnel, and state
personnel were all cited as supports to using data. The data sources located
in Performance Matters, FAIR, FCAT, district benchmark assessments,
were most often mentioned by administrators as a support for their use of
data. All Heartland districts have implemented this data warehouse
website. This tool allows administrators and principals the ability to
manipulate and analyze data.
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 Assistant principals suggested that professional development and data
chats were the most significant supports to their use of data. Like the
principals, the assistant principals reported professional development most
often as a support to data use. Thirty-nine percent of the assistant
principals provided professional development as their most significant
support to the use of data.
 Overwhelmingly, time was cited most often by principals as a barrier to
data use. Thirty-two percent of the responses indicated time was a barrier.
Twenty seven percent of the matched responses concerned the data
sources that are available to principals. Several principals felt that some of
the data that they rely on is not valid or reliable. District benchmark
assessments and FAIR assessments were cited as examples of data that
principals are concerned about.
 Assistant principals reported time as a barrier to data use even more than
principals. Fifty-five percent of the matched responses reported time as a
barrier to data use.
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Chapter V
Summary of Results, Conclusions, Implications and
Recommendations for Further Research
Introduction
Given the research on the use of data by principals (Bernhardt, 2009, Earl & Katz,
2006, Holcomb, 2004, Johnson, 2002) and the requirements placed on schools by the
Differentiated Accountability Model, this study could be beneficial to the Heartland
Educational Consortium (HEC) districts’ leadership and the /school administrators of
these districts, as there is currently limited information gathered or shared regarding data
use or best practices among these similar districts.
This quantitative descriptive research study sought to gather information about the
perceptions of Title I elementary principals and assistant principals in their use of data in
making decisions to raise student achievement. The focus for the study was the
perceptions of data usage by principals and assistant principals of elementary Title I
schools in the six school district Heartland Educational Consortium. This study focuses
on the 31 elementary Title I schools that are located in the Heartland Educational
Consortium (H.E.C.). The districts which comprise this consortium are Desoto, Glades,
Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee. These districts are small, rural
communities with as little as two Title I schools in Glades and ten in Highlands. The
average number of Title I schools in these districts is five.
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Problem Statement
In the age of accountability and assessment, there is a need to ensure that data
provided, regarding student achievement, are effectively and appropriately utilized by
school site administrators in a systematic way to improve student achievement.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of this study was to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title
I principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement, with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
Research Questions
The following research questions were investigated to identify HEC Title I
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their data use in their role as decision-
makers in raising student achievement.
1. To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals
perceive that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
2. What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision making?
3. Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the
perceptions of HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for
achievement-related decision making?
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4. What supports and barriers to data in achievement-related decision making use do
HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they
experience?
Research method
A quantitative descriptive research study was conducted in which a cross-
sectional survey instrument was administered to the Title I elementary principals and
assistant principals in the Heartland Consortium. A cross-sectional survey instrument
provides current information regarding data use and reveals information that may be
beneficial to the administrators of these districts (Fink, 2009). The 31 principals and 24
assistant principals of elementary Title I schools in the Heartland Educational
Consortium were asked to participate in the study. Fifty-three of the potential fifty-five
participants completed the survey instrument which was used in the data analysis. This
reflects a 96% completion rate. Thirty principals, a 97% response rate, and twenty-three
assistant principals, a 96% response rate, completed the survey instrument for the study.
In considering the survey instrument to use for this study, the researcher
conducted extensive searches of the Mental Measurements Yearbook search engine and
the TestLink (ETS) search engine. In addition, an internet search was conducted and an
inquiry made to the National Association of Elementary School Principals’ (NAESP)
research department to determine what instruments, if any, were available on the topic of
data use by principals in achievement-related decision making. None of these sources
resulted in a questionnaire considered suitable for this study by the researcher. A search
of online dissertations resulted in three dissertations with a similar topic, but the survey
instruments were not specific enough to this study to be used. As a result, the researcher
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conducted interviews to help in the formulation of the survey instrument. A phone
interview with the Florida Deputy Chancellor for School Improvement and Student
Achievement was conducted to explore the state perspective on data use by school
principals. An additional phone interview with a district level accountability director in a
large Florida school district was conducted to gauge what constructs from a district
perspective might be considered in developing a questionnaire.
A Likert questionnaire was developed by the researcher using the information
gained from interviews, the Differentiated Accountability Model, and from a literature
review of data use. The subscales of the Likert questionnaire included items that
represent the constructs of student achievement-related data use in relation to school
improvement, professional development, data skills, leadership, and monitoring
processes. After the two panels of experts reviewed the questionnaire to improve the
validity, the researcher administered the survey instrument, collected the data, and
completed the data analysis in an attempt to answer the research questions.
The internal consistency of the fifty items was determined by a Cronbach alpha
which is an estimate of internal consistency. The alpha coefficient for the fifty items is
.966, suggesting that the items have relatively high internal consistency. A review of
Cronbach alpha of the subscales indicted that leadership had the highest reliability and
data skills had the least reliability. The Corrected-Item Total Correlations for the 50-item
questionnaire and each of the 10-item subscales did not reveal any items that needed to
be removed due to a low correlation.
Data analysis of the structured response items of the survey instrument consisted
of the following statistical procedures: overall mean for the group, overall mean for each
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of the subscales, repeated measures ANOVA, and a One-Way Multivariate Analysis.
Responses to the open-ended items were analyzed through the application of qualitative
data-reduction procedures.
Results and Conclusions
Research Question 1
To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive
that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
Descriptive Statistics included the means for the perceptions of administrators,
principals and assistant principals, in their use of data in the areas of school improvement,
leadership, professional development, progress monitoring, and data skills. The mean for
the overall score for the questionnaire was also provided.
Administrators reported that they use data most in the area of school
improvement, (mean=4.408). After school improvement, administrators reported that
they use data most in achievement-related decision making in the area of leadership
(mean=4.258). Monitoring processes and data skills had similar means, 4.115 and 4.189
respectively. The administrators reported that they use data least in the area of
professional development, mean= 3.819. The means of school improvement, leadership,
and data skills were higher than the overall mean, 4.160, for the questionnaire.
There was the least amount of variability in the school improvement scores with a
standard deviation of .478 and a variance of .228. The most amount of variability in the
responses of administrators was in the area of leadership with a standard deviation of
.674 and a variance of .454. One explanation in this variability could be that 100% of the
assistant principals have fifteen or less years in administrative experience. Thus the
assistant principals have less experience in leadership.
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The respondents tended to provide relatively high scores, strongly agree or agree,
for the items in the questionnaire resulting in a ceiling effect (Figures 2, 3, 4, 5, & 6). A
ceiling effect occurs when there is a stacking up near the upper limit. Skewness values
were outside the range of +1 and -1 (Table 19). The skewness values for the subscales were
all negative, indicating that the frequency distribution of the responses tended to have a
longer tail on the low end of the scale rather than the high end of the scale (Figures 2, 3, 4, 5,
& 6). This indicates a non-symmetric distribution of the data. Thus the responses tended to be
more homogeneous.
HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they use
data in achievement-related decision making most in the area of school improvement and
then leadership. They perceive that they use data least in the area of professional
development.
Research Question 2
What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and assistant principals
across the several areas of data use for achievement-related decision making?
A repeated measures ANOVA was calculated to examine for statistically
significant differences among the subscale means. Any patterns among the group’s
perceptions were revealed in this analysis. The Wilks’ Lambda =.305, F= (4, 49), p =.000
suggests that one or more statistically significant differences exist among the five
subscales: school improvement, leadership, professional development, monitoring
processes, and data skills.
The 95% confidence bands for each of the five within subject variables revealed
that the band for professional development does not overlap with the bands for school
improvement, leadership, or data skills (Figure 11). This indicates that the mean for
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professional development differs at or beyond the .05 alpha level from the means of each
of these variables. The band for monitoring processes does not overlap with the band for
school improvement (Figure 11). This indicates that the mean for monitoring processes
differs at or beyond the .05 alpha level from the mean for school improvement. Due to
these results, the researcher was able to reject the null hypotheses that there are no
statistically significant patterns in the perceptions of principals and assistant principals
across the several areas of data use for achievement-related decision making.
Figure 11. Confidence Bands for the Five Within Subject Variables
Thus the findings from the study revealed patterns that are discernable in the
perceptions of principals and assistant principals across the several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision making.
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Research Question 3
Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the perceptions of
HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for achievement-related
decision making?
The perceptions of the principals and assistant principals were analyzed using a
One-Way Multivariate Analysis (MANOVA) which allowed a comparison of all of the
subscale means of the principals with those of the assistant principals. The MANOVA
analysis controls the error rate and allows correlations among the dependent measures
(Stevens, 1999). The results provided insight into whether elementary principals and
assistant principals differed in their perceptions of data use.
There was not a statistically significant difference between the two groups on the
overall set of dependent variables, Wilks’ Lambda=.803, F=(5,47), p=.060 (Table 26).
However, Table 28 indicated that professional development and leadership have a
significance value of .003. Table 30 and Figure 12 displayed 95% confidence bands for
each of the five between- subject variables. The principal and assistant principal bands
for leadership and professional development do not overlap, suggesting that with a larger
sample or with more reliable subscales there might have been a statistically significant
difference between the two administrative groups on these subscales.
Based on this analysis, the researcher failed to reject the overall null hypotheses
of no differences among the set of subscales means of the two groups, principals and
assistant principals. The findings suggest that the perceptions of principals do not differ
from the perceptions of assistant principals in their use of data.
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Figure 12. 95% Confidence Intervals for Between-Subject Variables
Research Question 4
What supports and barriers to data in achievement-related decision making use do HEC
Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they experience?
Perceived Supports
The findings from the principals suggested that professional development and
data sources were the most significant supports to their use of data. Trainings initiated by
school level coaches, district personnel, Heartland personnel, and state personnel were all
cited as supports to using data. Principal #24 stated, “We’ve been well trained in all
areas of data analysis”. The data source most often mentioned by administrators as a
support was the product, Performance Matters. All Heartland districts have implemented
this data warehouse website which hosts several sources of data, including FCAT, district
benchmark assessments, and the Florida Assessments for Instruction in Reading (FAIR).
This tool allows administrators and principals the ability to manipulate and analyze data.
Principal #2 conveyed that “Performance Matters data system has been especially helpful
in analyzing data. It helps to see school-wide trends in data based on item analysis,
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benchmarks, etc. It is very beneficial in reviewing data with teachers”. Administrators
mentioned that the district level has provided support which has enabled them to use data.
Principal #7 wrote the following, the “district provides subs (substitutes) to discuss data
individually with teachers”. Principal #8 stated that the “district director has provided
worksheets and data chats at the school level”. “Essentially, they grant our every request
when it comes to data collection”, commented Principal #12.
Assistant principals suggested that professional development and data chats were
the most significant supports to their use of data. Like the principals, the assistant
principals reported professional development most often as a support to data use. Thirty-
nine percent of the assistant principals provided professional development as their most
significant support to the use of data. AP #2 commented, “I’ve been involved in a couple
of trainings on data analysis and they were very helpful in teaching me how to look at
FCAT data and to determine if a student has made adequate yearly progress and how to
chart particular teacher’s students to determine where professional development might
be needed”. Two assistant principals cited their own professional reading and research as
helpful in using data. Twenty-two percent of the assistant principals reported data chats
as a support to their use of data. AP#5 reported, “As a leadership team (principal, AP,
and data coach) we meet weekly to discuss data trends, analyze data, and plan for ways
to use the data to improve instructional strategies. We also have twice monthly data
meetings with our teachers to review data, review assessments, and plan next steps”.
Perceived Barriers
Overwhelmingly, time was cited most often by principals as a barrier to data use.
Thirty-two percent of the responses indicated time was a barrier. Principal #11 responded
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that the “most critical barrier is lack of time”. Principal #17 concurred by stating, “The
greatest barrier is time to do the job with a decreasing loss of personnel. In other words,
the principal and his/her core leadership team has increasing paperwork and increasing
duties. This takes away from pivotal time to analyze, discover, implement, and monitor.
This does get done, but not to the high-level of personal expectancy. Schools need more
personnel support, even if it appears to be indirect, such as paraprofessionals, who can
do tasks that “free-up” time for leadership team to do data”. Principal #18 agreed by
writing, “Time is always a factor; however, it is well worth the time needed to meet with
each teacher”.
Twenty seven percent of the matched responses concerned the data sources that
are available to principals. Several principals felt that some of the data that they rely on is
not valid or reliable. District benchmark assessments and FAIR assessments were cited as
examples of data that concern principals. Principal #2 concluded, “Teachers feel district
benchmark assessments are difficult to use to relay results to students. Assessment
formats are not similar and there is much disconnect between tests. Teachers find it
difficult to know whether students are improving or regressing as a whole”. Principal #3
concurred, “There has been some resistance to relying on data from the 3 baseline tests
we use for Performance Matters by my teachers. They feel the tests are poorly written,
some questions on the tests are not accurate. They question the validity of these tests.
Personally, I liked the tests from Kaplan that we used in previous years much better than
the tests we currently use. I feel the Performance Matters website is difficult to use”.
Seventeen percent of principals reported that they require additional support to
use data. Principals #4 and 17 suggested that they require more personnel support to
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assist teachers and administrators for time “to do data” and assist students. At least one
principal does not have a coach at the school site to assist with data analysis.
Assistant principals reported time as a barrier to data use even more than
principals. Fifty-five percent of the assistant principals’ matched responses reported time
as a barrier to data use. Following are some of the comments related to time as a barrier:
 AP #3: “As an AP the greatest barrier is time. I am usually being called from data
meetings to take care of facility operational duties”.
 AP #6: “Some barriers that I have experienced is (sic) the amount of time that
data analysis and reflection requires. Although it is timely (sic) the information
that you gain is beneficial and useful in making curriculum based decisions”.
 AP #7: “One of the biggest barriers to achievement related decision making is not
enough time in the day. It is difficult to find time to meet with the Leadership
Team and teachers without pulling them from class”.
 AP #9: “Finding time to analyze data on an ongoing basis and determine the
instructional implications of that analysis is a barrier I have experienced. By the
time data is received, decisions are made, and adjustments occur it is often time
to already assess again, before enough time has passed to reasonably expect a
noticeable improvement”.
 AP #22: “The most critical barrier to data use is the lack of uninterrupted time
with teachers to analyze and make instructional decisions”.
The assistant principals responded that additional barriers were the lack of valid
and reliable assessments to use for data analysis and their lack of data skills which make
it difficult to make informed decisions.
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Implications and Recommendations
Research Question 1
To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive
that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
The results from the analysis of the descriptive statistics reveal that there are
differences in the perceptions of administrators regarding the extent to which they use
data. Administrators report that they use data most in the area of school improvement.
Purposeful data collection and analysis which are tied to the identified needs and goals of
the school help administrators realize how processes impact students, and indicate if
school goals are accomplished (Bernhardt, 2004; Englert, Fries, Goodwin, & Martin-
Glenn, 2003). The findings from the study suggest that an implication is that
administrators may feel more comfortable in their use of data in the area of school
improvement. The researcher recommends that administrators should continue to use data
in the area of school improvement. Specifically, administrators should continue to work
with leadership teams, school staffs, and School Advisory Councils to identify school
improvement strategies using multiple sources of data and analyzing trends.
After school improvement, administrators reported that they use data most in the
area of leadership. This finding implies that administrators may believe that the data
provide some of the knowledge they need to be effective leaders. A primary role of the
leadership of the school is to maintain a culture in which data can be collected, analyzed,
and used for improvement. The leadership must also develop strategies for
communicating the process, purpose and results of data analysis to all stakeholders
(Englert, Fries, Goodwin, & Martin-Glenn, 2003). The researcher recommends that
administrators continue to provide data-driven leadership. Because of the variability in
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the responses to the leadership subscale, a recommendation for district personnel is to
provide opportunities for principals and assistant principals to expand their leadership in
this area. Establishing a vision for data analysis with staff and communicating student
achievement data with parents are specific leadership skills which could be expanded by
administrators.
In order to be a leader today, Bennis (1999) suggests that leaders should be
competent in reviewing the vision frequently. Data-driven decision making is not only
about the data but the vision and leadership (Bernhardt, 2009). Data driven decision
making and instructional leadership are not mutually exclusive (Creighton, 2007). A
leader’s vision plan is a practical guide to help leaders understand one's own vision and to
lead others through the steps to implement that plan (Nanus, 1992).
The findings from the study suggest that administrators may use data in the area
of professional development the least. Interestingly, the administrators listed professional
development as the greatest support to their use of data in the open-ended item. ). The
contradictory findings imply that administrators should reevaluate how they use data in
the area of professional development. Holcomb (2004) concludes that principals have
rarely had training in how to involve staff in data driven decision making. The data
training that teachers have had in their teacher degree programs often is a barrier. Most
teachers only learned enough statistics to pass the course resulting in the challenge to
unlearn the negative feelings that teachers have of data. Time for collaborative work on
data is overwhelming to school leaders. The barriers of lack of training and time can be
resolved with a reevaluation of the practices for meetings and professional development
(Holcomb, 2004 Though administrators report that professional development is a support
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to their use of data, the researcher suggests that school districts strengthen the technical
assistance and training that they provide to administrators for analyzing reports from the
Florida Assessments for Instruction in Reading (FAIR) and the data in Performance
Matters: FCAT and district benchmark assessments. Furthermore, district personnel
should reevaluate their professional development programs for administrators.
The findings further imply that administrators may feel less comfortable in using
data in monitoring processes and data skills. The researcher recommends that the
Heartland districts reexamine and strengthen their professional development programs for
administrators by providing:
 A needs assessment to ascertain the professional development needs of
administrators in the area of data use;
 Training in navigating the website, Performance Matters, and
understanding and analyzing the reports provided by this tool;
 Training in understanding and analyzing the reports for the Florida
Assessments for Instruction in Reading;
 Administrators with technical assistance on performing data chats with
teachers, modeling data chats for teachers, and monitoring the
implementation of data chats;
 Training and assistance in establishing and effectively facilitating data
teams;
 Coaching and technical assistance in understanding the statistical skills
necessary to understand data.
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Research Question 2
What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and assistant principals
across the several areas of data use for achievement-related decision making?
The results indicated that administrators use data least in the area of professional
development compared to all other areas. The 95% confidence band for professional
development does not overlap with the bands for school improvement, leadership, or data
skills (Figure 8). Professional development is actually lower than the bands for the other
three subscales. This indicates that the mean for professional development differs at or
beyond the .05 alpha level from the means of each of these variables. Thus the
perceptions of administrators differed statistically significantly in the area of professional
development from the areas of leadership or data skills. This further validates the
implication that administrators feel least comfortable in using data in professional
development.
The perceptions of administrators in the area of monitoring processes differed
statistically significantly from the area of school improvement. This implies that further
dialogue and technical assistance should be provided to school administrators to assist
with monitoring student achievement data. The researcher recommends that
administrators continue to monitor student and teacher performance based on multiple
sources of student achievement data. The findings further imply that technical assistance
should be provided to administrators in monitoring student achievement data to
determine interventions that are required for students.
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Research Question 3
Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the perceptions of
HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for achievement-related
decision making?
There was no statistically significant difference between the groups in their
perceptions of data use; however, the variables in the subscales, leadership and
professional development, did not overlap, suggesting that with a larger sample or with
more reliable subscales there might have been statistical significance. This implies that
the recommendations made by the researcher should be appropriate for both the
principals and the assistant principals.
Research Question 4
What supports and barriers to data in achievement-related decision making use do HEC
Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they experience?
Principals reported that professional development and data sources were the most
significant supports to their use of data. Assistant principals suggested that professional
development and data chats were the most significant supports to their use of data. While
professional development is reported as the greatest support by administrators, it had the
lowest mean of the subscales in the analysis of the Likert items. The contradictory results
between the descriptive statistics and the open-ended item imply that administrators may
see professional development as a support to their use of data but also feel less
comfortable using data in this area. The researcher recommends that further dialogue
should occur in districts regarding the use of data in the area of professional
development.
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The data source most often mentioned by administrators as a support of their use
of data was the product, Performance Matters. This implies that administrators are using
the available data, particularly FAIR and the data stored in Performance Matters. All
Heartland districts have implemented this data warehouse website which hosts several
sources of data including FCAT, district benchmark assessments, and FAIR. This tool
allows administrators and principals the ability to manipulate and analyze data. The
researcher recommends that district personnel should continue to support school level
administrators with these data tools.
Overwhelmingly, time was cited most often by principals and assistant principals
as a barrier to data use. Administrators mentioned that they don’t have time to analyze
data and determine instructional changes. They also reported that they don’t have time to
meet with school staff to analyze data. The implication is school administrators may be
spending too much time in the managerial role and not enough time in the instructional
role. School administrators need to reexamine their responsibilities and day to day tasks
in order to “find time” for data analysis. District personnel should support school level
administrators in “finding time” to analyze data considering strategies which eliminate
time as a factor in using data. The researcher recommends that the Heartland districts
provide technical assistance to school administrators in time management and consider
any interventions which support administrators in data analysis.
Administrators reported that they feel that some of their data, particularly district
benchmark assessments, are not valid or reliable. This implies that the assessments need
to be reviewed for validity and reliability or the administrators need further technical
assistance in the FCAT Test Item Specifications. The researcher recommends that district
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personnel analyze and align the benchmark assessments to the FCAT Test Item
Specifications as well as provide training to school administrators in the test item
specifications.
Recommendations for Further Research
This study’s objective was to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title I
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
The limited size of the sample could provide a need to replicate the study on a more
comprehensive basis with a larger sample size. A larger sample might provide insight into
statistically significant differences between the perceptions of assistant principals and
principals in their use of data.
To provide additional evidence of the validity of the survey instrument, the
researcher recommends a future study to examine its internal factor structure through the
application of Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA). Such a study could provide
information as to the number and nature of identifiable constructs comprising the
instrument, and the relationships among any such constructs.
This study provided insight into the use of data by elementary Title I administrators.
It might also prove interesting to study the use of data by administrators at the secondary
level since they face similar accountability mandates as the elementary administrators. A
study which explores the perceptions of urban Title I elementary administrators’ use of data
is also a recommendation for further research.
Since the proper use of data by principals is an effective strategy for raising
student achievement (Bernhardt, 2009; Earl & Katz, 2006; Holcomb, 2004; Johnson,
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2002), further research should be conducted regarding the relationship between the
administrators’ use of data and the results from Florida’s accountability system, the
Differentiated Accountability Model. Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Model is a
consolidation of federal and state accountability systems for the sake of identifying low
performing schools. Both the federal NCLB legislation and the state’s former school
accountability system, commonly referred to as Florida’s School Grades, were merged to
create a seamless accountability system for Florida’s schools.
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Appendix A
Interview with the Florida Deputy Chancellor for School Improvement and Student
Achievement
Interviewer: Is there a state definition of “student achievement data”?
Interviewee: I don’t know if there is a clear definition but I think a working definition would
certainly start with FCAT and then I think that it would probably be the most significant student
achievement data that we have in Florida and then I would say from there I think generally
speaking I think the state has been looking at DIBELS data, FAIR now for reading has begun to
be part of the conversation with data and I also think over the past couple of years because of DA
and the requirements in DA are starting to give more conversations about baseline, mid-year data
in the form of interim assessments that are created or put together at the local level.
Interviewer: Is there any state board policy language regarding “student achievement data”?
Interviewee: Well, based on what I said, based on the working definition of student achievement,
I would say that in state board rule, there is language along the lines of Differentiated
Accountability. There is language in there for the requirements of baseline and midyear
assessments in math, reading, science, and writing for students who are level one and two. So that
is a requirement so to answer your question, the answer would be yes but it links to Differentiated
Accountability.
Interviewer: What student achievement data does the state provide to districts and to schools,
especially to principals and APs?
Interviewee: The only thing that I’m aware of is the FCAT. The FCAT data and then from there,
that is really it. Obviously, FAIR is something that the state put together through the Florida
Comprehensive Reading Center and that is really it, Fair and FCAT. Essentially, that data set that
is given from the department.
Interviewer: What does the state expect districts to do with the data?
Interviewee: Well I think the expectation is that you use the data on a couple of levels… The
most important being to analyze student deficiencies, to recognize the areas where students are
still struggling based on the standards and the benchmarks. And then use that data to inform your
interventions and then the other support systems that are needed to move students to proficiency.
So that’s mainly around student achievement data and then there is obviously data around
attendance and suspension but just in the conversation of student achievement it would be to
inform interventions for additional supports for students and then I would also say I think an
expectation is that data is used to determine
(At this point, the call was dropped and the conversation ended. It began with the following)
Interviewee: Obviously to determine interventions for students and what the deficiencies are but
also to determine how they go about re-teaching those deficiencies, in smaller groups or in an
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extended day situation and beyond the student, I think that the expectation is that data is used to
identify the highest performing teachers so those teachers that have really effectively moved
student achievement especially in the area of learning gains in math and reading so that the
stronger teachers are paired with the weaker students and also so that the strongest teachers are
recruited to work with the lowest performing schools. I think that the expectation is also to that
the higher performing administrators are identified and hopefully incentivized to go to lower
performing schools. And then just generally speaking that awards are given to higher performing
teachers and administrators but not in a…I don’t think that there is just one way of doing that I
think it needs to be a process of awarding teachers and administrators has to go beyond data but at
least a part of the equation of determining who are your higher performing teachers and
administrators and then how do you go about providing them with the right incentive that can
reward them to continue their good work.
Interviewer: What does the state expect schools or principals to do with the data?
Interviewee: It probably echoes what I already said around identifying student deficiencies. One
thing I didn’t say in my last response was I think the use of data is also important in identifying
teachers that are struggling, whether that is through interim assessments or also the FCAT. It is
clear that certain teachers are doing much better than others but also certain teachers are
struggling so through interim assessments data not only can you identify students that are
struggling and might need assistance but also teachers may need certain assistance with
generally what is happening in the classroom but maybe particularly on the teaching of certain
standards or benchmarks. I think that the expectation, again I think I explained that at the district
level is to identify your higher performing principals, administrators and teachers providing
support. At the school level, I think that I would think at the district level it is more important for
the district to think about supporting teachers. Generally supporting administrators where the
data doesn’t look so good, students are struggling to provide the right systems and resources to
support for students but it’s really the role of the school to drill down to the student level. To
ensure that the right support systems are in place for student so that’s where I see the
responsibility of the school being as far as data and I would also say that I think that at the level
of the school, it is important for schools to use data, particularly where students are struggling,
but also use that as a way to talk to parents, about particularly what standards with, what
concepts and how those concepts can be reinforced at home through every day conversations but
also through remediation at home. If the parent doesn’t feel comfortable doing that, then how he
or she can support the student at school or after school services.
Interviewer: What expectation does the state have of districts to support the use of student
achievement data by school principals?
Interviewee: I think it starts by districts ensuring that principals understand how their schools are
graded… I think you would be surprised, not as much now, but I would certainly say maybe three
years ago, many principals didn’t even understand what proficiency meant, what are the
accountability factors about proficiency learning gains. how are learning gains calculated/ So A.
making sure that everyone is clear on how schools are graded and I think even deeper than that
what are the item specs on the FCAT, how are certain standards taught and how are certain
standards translated to a benchmark. And then teaching principals how to analyze data through
interim assessments. What kind of data should you be looking at? What progress should you be
(sic) seeing? How do you conduct a data chat with a teacher? How do you look at the baseline
and mid-year assessments? How do you ask the right questions to know that the teachers are
using their data to re-teach. How do you talk to the teacher about what support they need from
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another teacher or a coach? To help a group of teachers or an individual teacher in a classroom .
That is the expectation from the state as far as training is concerned.
The other issue or expectation at the school level is that teaches use data to re-teaching
opportunities but also to talk to teachers about their data. We live in a world of over-testing right
now because we don’t know how to tier our assessments, we don’t know how to eliminate
duplication of assessments. A lot of our assessments are duplicating themselves and that’s when
you get to the point of testing for the sake of testing. I don’t think students really understand the
role of FCAT. They don’t really understand why interim assessments are important. And then
students just sit down and take tests - but we never talk to them about how they did on the test
how we expect them to perform on the test. We don’t go back to re-teach the test and not in the
way that your answer should be A. But You selected c and that was the wrong answer and to get
into the thought process of why the students picked C instead of A and having that as a teachable
moment to re-teach concepts that were previously taught so I think all of that goes into training
for principals but teachers as well.
Interviewer: What resources does the state provide to principals to support data use by principals?
Interviewee: I think that the State has done a much better job of providing direct support to low
performing schools. So part of DA and breaking the state up into regions and having a regional
executive director and a team of specialists is to build the capacity of principals and one of the
areas that they focus on is data use and data disaggregation and using that data to inform
instruction and intervention so I think we’ve done a much better job on that level. State-wide,
other than providing the data to districts, we also created Sunshine Connections, which the hope
of Sunshine Connections was to integrate data so that schools and districts didn’t have to go to
multiple websites to get trend data. I think we’ve tried to help by creating the DART which is a
way for a school to input their data and then disaggregated look at state averages, pinpoint the
benchmarks and deficiencies that can then help create the instructional focus calendars to guide
instruction. I think we’ve also tried to help with analyzing data and using data to guide
instruction by reforming the sip to make it more based on data, Isolating questions that Force
schools to analyze data and create goals that are data based and then create strategies that are
linked to data. But I don’t think the state has done a lot statewide. I think our work has become
more refined to the low performing schools and indirectly the districts but I still think we have
work to do to do something statewide in building capacity in analyzing data. I think our hope is
at the state level to get more of this with the Race To the Top by creating more integrated data
systems. I don’t think you can talk about analyzing data unless you have a solid data
infrastructure system and still in Florida we have so much of a disintegrated data system where
it’s not completely aligned and it’s not in one place where all districts and schools can go to see
student data, district data or school level data. It is still disintegrated (sic) You still have a lot
inconsistency across districts which just leads to confusion to teachers, principals and parents and
students. So I think one goal of Race To The Top is more integrated system and with an
integrated system it leads to I think more coherency and then it makes training much easier
because you have that consistency to build off and to refer back to.
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Appendix B
Interview with a Large School District Accountability Contact
Interviewer: What student achievement data does the state provide to school districts or schools?
Interviewee: All the mandated tests that the state gives us they provide us the student data for
beginning with the FLKRS administration at the beginning of the year which includes the
ECHOS, the early childhood observation system and the first administration of the Fair, All that
data is provided to us. There is CELLA, there is FCAT, there is (sic) Alternate Assessment. All
that data is provided to the district. And the district in turn provides it to the schools. All of that
data, all of the FCAT data, is also provided on the DOE website, the aggregates, the
accountability piece that uses the FCAT aggregated data to provide school grades and AYP and
make Differentiated Accountability, designations and that is provided on doe website for anyone
to access.
Interviewer: What does the state expect districts to do with the data?
Interviewee: They expect districts to analyze the data and also to provide it to the schools.and.to
make instructional decisions based on data driven decisions based on what they find so that
students can have best the best instructional opportunities.
Interviewer: What does the state expect schools (principals) to do with the data?
Interviewee: Drive their school improvement plan…determine what is going to be used at the
school, work with their school leadership team, work with the parents, all stakeholders (sic) to
make data-driven decisions for the school. It’s all about the School Improvement Plan.
Interviewer: When you say, “determine what is going to be used at the school”, do you mean
programs and interventions?”
Interviewee: Programs and interventions and anything and everything because remember there
are goals for attendance, there are goals for suspension, there are goals for parent involvement.
There aren’t just goals for reading, math, science, and writing.
Interviewer: What does your school district expect schools (principals) to do with the data?
Interviewer: All of the above and more. We have a data warehouse that was created in house
where the teachers and administrators have 24/7 access to the data. Right now we already have
the students rolled over so teachers and principals can see the students that are going to be
coming to them at the beginning of school and it is broken down by every which way that you
could possibly think of and it also shows them the kids that they had last year what their learning
gains look like. So you could actually compare how your kids did….if you’re a teacher or if
you’re a principal let’s say, because you are addressing principals here. If you’re a principal you
can look at all of your teachers’ learning gains and you can do that over time. So, you can see if
they are going in the right direction or are learning gains going in the wrong direction. You could
look at…You can slice and dice the data anyway you want to and it’s available to them 24/7
which is why I’m saying it’s all of the above and more.
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Interviewer: What student achievement data does your district provide to schools (principals)?
Interviewer: All that we get, we provide back to the schools and more because we also use our
progress monitoring and that is also included is in the data warehouse.
Interviewer: You are going to a new progress monitoring assessment, aren’t you?
Interviewee: Yes, it’s going to be Discovery and that is also going to be in IDEAS.
Interviewer: Is IDEAS an acronym?
Interviewee: .It is Interactive Data Evaluation and Assessment Systems.
Interviewer: What student achievement data is generated at your school sites and used by the
principals?
Interviewee: Well the attendance, the suspension, the discipline, teacher attendance. Al that is
picked up at school site. Anything that we do not get digitally that is test related is picked up by
the school site and used by the principal.
Interviewer: Would the schools be doing any other progress monitoring at the school sites that is
not generated by the state with FAIR or your Discovery program? Other than text book
assessments?
Interviewee: Yes, but that we don’t pick that up because they use that for RTI. And with the RTI
piece next year with this Discovery that we are using not only will we have the progress
monitoring pieces but we’re also going to have item banks that teachers can actually go in and
select the items that they want for the RTI pieces because they need more frequent progress
monitoring for those students.
Interviewer: What training is provided from the district level to support the use of data by
principals?
Interviewee: ok, we have various pieces because we train the administrators, we train the AIF’s,
those are our coaches and the coaches are trained every single month in data analysis and how to
get the data and how to use the data. They are supposed to be the support for the administrators.
They also get training on membership fixes and assessment fixes because we expect the
principals to be responsible for that. To do that and get it right.
Interviewer: When you say that AIFs are the support, they help make sure that the principals get
the data?
Interviewee: That’s throughout the year. The AIFs are throughout the year. They are the ones that
are trying to help the principal. They are part of the leadership team, for example they came to the
school improvement plan trainings because they had an assignment when we first got the
template to look at longitudinal data to bring to the table for the discussion when they were
working on their school improvement plan.
Interviewer: What does AIF stand for?
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Interviewee: Academic Intervention Facilitator
Interviewer: How do principals use data in your district?
Interviewee: They have to use it to justify just about anything. They use it to make decisions on
what programs they are going to use, what programs they are going keep, what they are going to
toss, what interventions, placement, scheduling, everything.
Interviewer: Is your district more site-based managed or district managed as far as programs?
Interviewee: I think it’s a combination because the district will say these are the things that you
can choose from and then they choose from there. The district is trying to get them to reduce
because there was so much stuff out there and there was no way to know what was good and what
was bad….what was good and what was bad, what was ineffective and what was effective.
Interviewer: Does your district have any best practices in principal data use?
Interviewee: The use of IDEAs, the data warehouse, and how to obtain all of that data to make
decisions based on it. I think that we are one of the few ones in the state that have that, like what
we have, with all of those years of data in it so that you can make your decisions on trends, not
just a snapshot. Data Day is done at the beginning of the day. Last year, we talked about data year
because we want data chats to be continuous throughout the year. And now this year we’re going
to have early release days and we expect data chats to be taking place during those early release
days. But at the beginning of the year we have a Data Day where it is exclusively for analyzing
your data. The schools receive a guide, we provide them power points and all the administrators
have to do is just make sure that this goes off without a hitch because what we want the teachers
to do at this point is to analyze ….first of all, Data Day doesn’t begin on Data Day. It begins
before Data Day as soon as they get there and they’re analyzing the students that they had from
last year, to figure out what they did right what they did wrong, what worked, what didn’t work
and then they look at this year’s students to make determinations on what they are going to do
with this year’s students based on the experience they had from last year’s students.
Interviewer: What are the obstacles to data use by principals?
Interviewee: Fear…..teachers, principals who are not math oriented, do you want to call it
that. People that are, you know how you have left brain and right brain. The people that
have a little bit of fear of the math aspect of it tend to be a little bit more cautious and it
might take them a little longer to get on board. Every year, you know this from your
county probably you have the same situation, where every year we have a lot of
retirements and then that just starts the domino effect and then you wind up getting new
principals into new slots and APs moving into principalships and teachers moving into
AP slots so our training is continuous every single year. When we think we have it we
still have to go back to the drawing board and start from scratch because you have to
make sure that everybody is at least getting the basics. Now there are some that love this
stuff and you know, take it and fly with it. And there are some that it takes them a little
bit longer to really get on board to understand how to use it and how it’s going to help
them to make better decisions.
Interviewer: Any other obstacles besides fear?
Interviewee: Fear of the unknown is always the worst, you know fear of change. Other obstacles?
Time, because there is just finite time and infinite time of analysis that you could do.
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Appendix C
#1 Panel of Experts: Content Validation
Data Use by Principals and Assistant Principals in Achievement-Related Decision
Making Questionnaire
Directions:
Thank you for participating as a member of the panel of experts to provide feedback on
this questionnaire. This survey instrument will be administered to Title I elementary
principals and assistant principals in the Heartland Educational Consortium.
For the purpose of this survey instrument, student achievement data is defined as data
that is referenced in the Differentiated Accountability’s Strategies and Support document.
I have included a copy of the Differentiated Accountability’s Strategies and Support
document for your reference.
After reading each item in the questionnaire, provide feedback on each item’s clarity,
construct, redundancy, bias, and double-barreled characteristic.
An additional four questions ask your feedback on any items that should be included or
omitted, the length of the questionnaire, and any additional feedback that you would like
to share.
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Clarity:
Definition: Questions are clear, succinct, and unambiguous.
Directions: Rate each item according to the clarity of how the item is written.
1= clear
2=somewhat unclear
3= unclear
Construct:
Directions: Rate each item according to the construct which it best represents.
1=school improvement
2=professional development
3=leadership
4=monitoring processes
5=data skills
Redundancy:
Definition: The item content is repetitious.
Directions: Rate each item according to whether the item is redundant.
1= item stands alone and is not repeated as another
2=item is somewhat like another item
3= item is too close in meaning to another item
*If you rate an item as 2 or 3, indicate which item # it most closely resembles.
Bias:
Definition: Biased items are written in such a way that leads the respondent to a preferred
response.
Directions: Rate each item according to bias.
1=item does not lead the respondent to a preferred response
2=item is somewhat written to lead the respondent to a preferred response
3=item is written to lead the respondent to a preferred response
Double-barreled items:
Definition: Double-barreled items have two parts that respondents may feel differently
about. For example, “I like living in Florida because of the beaches and the tourist sites.”
A respondent might like living in Florida because of the beaches but may feel differently
about the tourist sites. This item would be considered double-barreled.
Directions: Rate each item according to its’ double-barreled characteristic.
1= item only refers to one part
2=item somewhat refers to two parts
3= item refers to two parts
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Part I: Likert Scale
Directions: Rate each statement on the following scale by circling the most appropriate
response.
Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
School Improvement: Items 1-12 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the area
of school improvement.
1) I use multiple sources of student
achievement data to identify school
improvement strategies.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
2) I work with the school leadership
team to analyze student achievement
data to identify school improvement
strategies.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
3) I work with the entire school staff to
analyze student achievement data to
identify school improvement strategies.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
4) I consult with the School Advisory
Council (SAC) to analyze student
achievement data to identify school
improvement strategies.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
5) I analyze the student achievement
data on the School Improvement
Baseline Report.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
6) I analyze the student achievement
data on the School Improvement Mid-
year report.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
7) I analyze trends in data over time to
determine the needs of students.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
8) I can match interventions to the
needs of students after an analysis of
student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
9) I implement the curriculum that is
required after an analysis of student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
10) I analyze student achievement data
to determine if strategies written in the
previous year’s School Improvement
Plan were effective.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
11) I understand if “what we are doing”
is making a difference in student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
12) I understand the root causes of
student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
Professional Development: Items 1-12 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the
area of professional development.
13) I lead training in student
achievement data analysis with my
staff.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
14) I ensure that professional
development for staff is determined
after an analysis of student achievement
data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
15) I meet with my academic coach to
plan professional development which is
driven by an analysis of student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
16) I have established Professional
Learning Communities which analyze
student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
17) I ensure that teachers have been
provided training in leading data chats
with students.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
18) I ensure that teacher’s Individual
Professional Development Plans
(IPDPs) are created using student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
19) I have received adequate training
in analyzing student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
20) I have received adequate training
in analyzing Florida Assessments for
Instruction in Reading (FAIR) reports.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
21) I have modeled a data chat for
teachers.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
22) I review student work to determine
professional development needs of the
staff.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
23) I coach teachers in the analysis of
student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
24) I have received adequate training in
using Performance Matters to analyze
student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
Leadership: Items 25-36 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the area of
leadership.
25) I review student achievement data
with each teacher in a one-on-one
meeting.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
26) I make decisions based on student
achievement data analysis.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
27) I provide time for teachers to
analyze student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
28) I lead student achievement data
analysis at the school.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
29) I value data as a useful tool for
instructional leadership.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
30) I have established a school team to
analyze student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
31) I lead teachers to make
instructional decisions based on student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
32) I guide teachers in data analysis that
has the most return on investment for
increased student achievement.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
33) I have established a process to
gather student achievement data in a
systematic way.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
34) I share student achievement-related
decision-making with a leadership
team.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
35) I have established a vision for data
analysis with staff.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
36) I communicate student achievement
data with parents.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
Monitoring Processes: Items 37-48 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the area
of monitoring processes.
37) I monitor student achievement data
to determine the interventions that are
required for students.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
38) I monitor disaggregated student
achievement data to measure student
learning.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
39) I inspect what I expect. 1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
40) I monitor whether teachers have
data chats with students.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
41) I monitor the implementation of
school improvement strategies based on
student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
42) I monitor teacher performance
based on multiple sources of student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
43) I monitor student performance
based on multiple sources of student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
44) I monitor the effectiveness of
instructional programs based on student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
45) I review student achievement data
from Florida’s Continuous
Improvement Model (FCIM) mini-
assessments.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
46) I review student achievement data
on a weekly basis.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
47) I review student achievement data
with the leadership team.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
48) I review student achievement data
with the School Advisory Council
(SAC).
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
Data Skills: Items 49-60 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s data skills.
49) I understand how Adequate Yearly
Progress (AYP) is calculated.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
50) I understand how the school grade
is calculated.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
51) I feel comfortable analyzing
student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
52) I am able to analyze Florida
Assessments for Instruction in Reading
(FAIR) reports.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
53) I have technology skills to display
student achievement data for analysis.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
54) I have the statistical skills to
analyze student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
55) I generate hypotheses after an
analysis of student achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Clarity: Construct:
1=school
improvement
2=professional
development
3=leadership
4=monitoring
processes
5=data skills
Redundancy: Bias: Double-
barreled
56) I analyze student achievement data
to uncover patterns.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
57) I am able to navigate the reports in
Performance Matters to analyze student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
58) I examine student work with
teachers.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
59) I influence teachers with student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
60) I schedule time to analyze student
achievement data.
1 2 3 1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3
Item #:____
1 2 3 1 2 3
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Part II: Open-ended questions:
Directions: After reading each item in Part II, provide feedback on each item’s clarity,
bias, and double-barreled characteristic.
Clarity:
Definition: Questions are clear, succinct, and unambiguous.
Directions: Rate each item according to the clarity of how the item is written.
1= clear
2=somewhat unclear
3= unclear
Bias:
Definition: Biased items are written in such a way that leads the respondent to a preferred
response.
Directions: Rate each item according to bias.
1=item does not lead the respondent to a preferred response
2=item is somewhat written to lead the respondent to a preferred response
3=item is written to lead the respondent to a preferred response
Double-barreled items:
Definition: Double-barreled items have two parts that respondents may feel differently
about. For example, “I like living in Florida because of the beaches and the tourist sites.”
A respondent might like living in Florida because of the beaches but may feel differently
about the tourist sites. This item would be considered double-barreled.
Directions: Rate each item according to its’ double-barreled characteristic.
1= item only refers to one part
2=item somewhat refers to two parts
3= item refers to two parts
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1. What supports to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as a principal or assistant principal? Briefly indicate
which support(s) have been the most beneficial in your role.
Clarity: Bias: Double-barreled
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
2. What barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as principal or assistant principal? Briefly indicate
which barrier(s) have been most critical in your role.
Clarity: Bias: Double-barreled
1 2 3 1 2 3 1 2 3
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Part III: Demographic data:
Directions: After reading each item in Part III, provide feedback on each item’s clarity.
Clarity:
Definition: Questions are clear, succinct, and unambiguous.
Directions: Rate each item according to the clarity of how the item is written.
1= clear
2=somewhat unclear
3= unclear
Directions: Please indicate your administrative title, administrative experience in your current
role, administrative experience in Florida, and school’s DA designation by marking an “X” in
the appropriate :
Administrative Title: (Indicate your current role, Principal or Assistant Principal):
Principal
Assistant Principal
Clarity:
1 2 3
Administrative Experience: (Indicate the total number of years in your current role as a
principal OR as an assistant principal.)
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 + years
Clarity:
1 2 3
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Administrative Experience: (Indicate the total number of years that you have been an
administrator (principal and/or assistant principal) in Florida.)
0-5 years
6-10 years
11-15 years
16-20 years
21-25 years
26 + years
Clarity:
1 2 3
Differentiated Accountability matrix designation: (Indicate the DA designation for your
school for the 2010-2011 school year as a result of 2009-2010 data)
Prevent I Correct I Prevent II Correct II Intervene No
DA status
Clarity:
1 2 3
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Part IV: Survey Instrument Administration
Directions: Answer each question to provide feedback on the survey instrument.
1. Are there any items omitted from this questionnaire that you would like
considered?
2. Are there any items in the questionnaire that you would consider omitting?
3. Is the length of the questionnaire appropriate?
4. Do you have any additional feedback regarding the questionnaire?
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Appendix D
Feedback from the #1 Panel of Experts: Content Validation
Part I: Likert Scale:
Item
#
Feedback from the panel
1
2 One expert indicated Double-barreled=3
3 One expert indicated Redundancy=2, one expert indicated Double-barreled=3
4 One expert indicated Double-barreled=3
5 One expert indicated construct #5
6 One expert indicated construct #5
7 One expert indicated construct #5
8 One expert indicated construct #5
9 Two experts indicated Clarity=2, One expert commented: (“required by
whom?”)
10
11 Two experts indicated Clarity=2
12 One expert indicated construct #5
13
14
15
16 One expert indicated construct #3
17 One expert indicated construct #3
18 One expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item #14)
19 One expert indicated Clarity =2, One expert commented: (“adequate?”)
20 One expert indicated Clarity =2, One expert commented: (“adequate?”)
21 One expert indicated construct #3
22
23 One expert indicated construct #5
24 One expert indicated Clarity=2, One expert commented: (“adequate?”), One
expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item #19)
25
26 One expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item#9)
27
28 One expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item #13)
29 One expert indicated Redundancy=”maybe a 2”
30
31 One expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item #29)
32 One expert indicated Clarity=2, Two experts indicated Redundancy=2 (both
referred to item#31)
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33
34 Two experts indicated Redundancy=2 (item#30) (item #2)
35 One expert indicated Clarity=2, One expert commented: (“vision process?”)
36
37
38
39 Two experts indicated Clarity=2, One expert indicated Clarity=3, One expert
indicated Redundancy=2 (items #37 and #38)
40 One expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item #40)
41 One expert indicated construct #1
42
43
44 One expert indicated constructs #3 and #4
45
46
47 Two experts indicated Redundancy=2 (item #2)
48 Two experts indicated Redundancy=2 (item#4), One expert indicated constructs
#3 and #4
49
50
51 One expert indicated Clarity=2, One expert indicated Bias=2
52
53 One expert indicated Clarity=2
54 One expert indicated Bias=2
55
56
57 One expert indicated Clarity=3, One expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item# 53),
One expert commented: (“technology expertise, not data skills”)
58 One expert indicated Redundancy=2 (item #25), One expert indicated construct
#3
59 One expert indicated Clarity=2, One expert indicated Clarity=3, One expert
indicated Construct=3, One expert commented: (“to do what?”), One expert
indicated construct #3
60 One expert indicated Clarity=1, One expert indicated Clarity=3, One expert
indicated Redundancy=2 (item #25), One expert commented: (“time
management, not data skills”), One expert commented: (“schedule time for
myself? Teachers?”)
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Part II: Open-ended questions:
Item
#
Feedback from experts
1 One expert indicated Double-barreled=2
2 One expert indicated Double-barreled=2
Part III: Demographic data:
Item
#
Feedback from experts
1
2 One expert indicated Clarity=2
3
4 One expert commented: (“add Don’t know”)
Part IV: Survey instrument administration:
Item
#
Panel questions and feedback
1 Are there any items omitted from this questionnaire that you would like
considered? No, N/A, No, None, N/A
2 Are there any items in the questionnaire that you would consider omitting? No,
N/A, No, maybe #59, N/A
3 Is the length of the questionnaire appropriate? Yes, maybe shorter, Yes, 50 will
be perfect. Minimal extended response is good. You will get more
comprehensive answers; Yes
4 Do you have any additional feedback regarding the questionnaire? I would
change some of the numbers to have questions closer together. Questions 19 &
20-I would put as #13 and #14. #24-move to #15. #59-I influence teachers with
student achievement data. (to do what?); none at this time; No; None; N/A
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Appendix E
Survey Instrument Sent to the #1 Panel of Experts to Review Edits
Likert Scale
Directions: Rate each statement on the following scale by circling the most appropriate
response.
Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
School Improvement: Items 1-12 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in
the area of school improvement.
1) I use multiple sources of
student achievement data to
identify school improvement
strategies.
1 2 3 4 5
2) I work with the school
leadership team to analyze
student achievement data to
identify school improvement
strategies.
1 2 3 4 5
3) I work with the entire school
staff to analyze student
achievement data to identify
school improvement strategies.
1 2 3 4 5
4) I consult with the School
Advisory Council (SAC) to
analyze student achievement data
to identify school improvement
strategies.
1 2 3 4 5
5) I analyze the student
achievement data on the School
Improvement Baseline Report.
1 2 3 4 5
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6) I analyze the student
achievement data on the School
Improvement Mid-year report.
1 2 3 4 5
7) I analyze trends in data over
time to determine the needs of
students.
1 2 3 4 5
8) I can match interventions to
the needs of students after an
analysis of student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
9) I implement the curriculum
that is required necessary after an
analysis of student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
10) I analyze student
achievement data to determine if
strategies written in the previous
year’s School Improvement Plan
were effective.
1 2 3 4 5
11) I understand if “what we are
doing” is making a difference in
student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
12) I understand the root causes
of student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
Professional Development: Items 13-24 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of
data in the area of professional development.
13) I have received adequate
training in analyzing student
achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
14) I have received adequate
training in analyzing Florida
Assessments for Instruction in
1 2 3 4 5
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Reading (FAIR) reports.
15) I have received adequate
training in using Performance
Matters to analyze student
achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
16) I meet with my academic
coach to plan professional
development which is driven by
an analysis of student
achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
17) I have established
Professional Learning
Communities which analyze
student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
18) I lead training in student
achievement data analysis with
my staff.
1 2 3 4 5
19) I ensure that teacher’s
Individual Professional
Development Plans (IPDPs) are
created using student
achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
20) I ensure that professional
development for staff is
determined after an analysis of
student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
21) I ensure that teachers have
been provided training in leading
data chats with students.
1 2 3 4 5
22) I have modeled a data chat
for teachers.
1 2 3 4 5
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23) I coach teachers in the
analysis of student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
24) I review student work to
determine professional
development needs of the staff.
1 2 3 4 5
Leadership: Items 25-36 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the area
of leadership.
25) I review student
achievement data with each
teacher in a one-on-one meeting.
1 2 3 4 5
26) I make decisions based on
student achievement data
analysis.
1 2 3 4 5
27) I provide time for teachers to
analyze student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
28) I lead student achievement
data analysis at the school.
1 2 3 4 5
29) I value data as a useful tool
for instructional leadership.
1 2 3 4 5
30) I have established a school
team to analyze student
achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
31) I lead teachers to make
instructional decisions based on
student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
32) I guide teachers in data
analysis that has the most return
1 2 3 4 5
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on investment for increased
student achievement.
33) I have established a process
to gather student achievement
data in a systematic way.
1 2 3 4 5
34) I share student achievement-
related decision-making with a
leadership team.
1 2 3 4 5
35) I have established a vision for
data analysis with staff.
1 2 3 4 5
36) I communicate student
achievement data with parents.
1 2 3 4 5
Monitoring Processes: Items 37-48 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data
in the area of monitoring processes.
37) I monitor student
achievement data to determine
the interventions that are required
for students.
1 2 3 4 5
38) I monitor disaggregated
student achievement data to
measure student learning.
1 2 3 4 5
39) I inspect what I expect. 1 2 3 4 5
40) I monitor whether teachers
have data chats with students.
1 2 3 4 5
41) I monitor the
implementation of school
improvement strategies based on
student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
42) I monitor teacher
performance based on multiple
sources of student achievement
1 2 3 4 5
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data.
43) I monitor student
performance based on multiple
sources of student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
44) I monitor the effectiveness
of instructional programs based
on student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
45) I review student achievement
data from Florida’s Continuous
Improvement Model (FCIM)
mini-assessments.
1 2 3 4 5
46) I review student achievement
data on a weekly basis.
1 2 3 4 5
47) I review student achievement
data throughout the year with the
leadership team.
1 2 3 4 5
48) I review student achievement
data throughout the year with the
School Advisory Council (SAC).
1 2 3 4 5
Data Skills: Items 49-60 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the area
of data skills.
49) I understand how Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) is
calculated.
1 2 3 4 5
50) I understand how the school
grade is calculated.
1 2 3 4 5
51) I feel comfortable analyzing
student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
52) I am able to analyze Florida 1 2 3 4 5
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Assessments for Instruction in
Reading (FAIR) reports.
53) I have technology skills to
display student achievement data
for analysis.
1 2 3 4 5
54) I have the statistical skills to
analyze student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
55) I generate hypotheses after
an analysis of student
achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
56) I analyze student
achievement data to uncover
patterns.
1 2 3 4 5
57) I am able to navigate the
reports in Performance Matters to
analyze student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
58) I examine student work with
teachers.
1 2 3 4 5
59) I influence teachers to change
instructional practices with
student achievement data.
1 2 3 4 5
60) I schedule time for me to
analyze student achievement
data.
1 2 3 4 5
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Appendix F
Directions for the #2 Panel of Experts: Highly Ineffective
Directions:
Thank you for participating as a member of the panel of experts to provide feedback on
this questionnaire. This survey instrument will be administered to Title I elementary
principals and assistant principals in the Heartland Consortium.
For the purpose of this survey instrument, student achievement data is defined as data
that is referenced in the Differentiated Accountability’s Strategies and Support document.
As you complete this questionnaire, please do so in the role of a highly ineffective Title I
elementary principal or assistant principal who uses data ineffectively to raise student
achievement. Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statements
characterizes your perception as a highly ineffective principal or assistant principal by
circling the most appropriate response.
Upon completion, please indicate by marking through two items in each section: (2 items
from School Improvement, 2 items from Professional Development, 2 items from
Leadership, 2 items from Monitoring Processes, and 2 items from Data Skills) that should
be removed from the questionnaire for a total of 10 items. Consider the item’s importance
in the section, its clarity, or whether it is redundant when considering items for removal.
Redundancy:
Definition: The item content is repetitious.
Clarity:
Definition: Questions are clear, succinct, and unambiguous.
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Appendix G
Directions for the #2 Panel of Experts: Highly Effective
Directions:
Thank you for participating as a member of the panel of experts to provide feedback on
this questionnaire. This survey instrument will be administered to Title I elementary
principals and assistant principals in the Heartland Consortium.
For the purpose of this survey instrument, student achievement data is defined as data
that is referenced in the Differentiated Accountability’s Strategies and Support document.
As you complete this questionnaire, please do so in the role of a highly effective Title I
elementary principal or assistant principal who uses data effectively to raise student
achievement. Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statements
characterizes your perception as a highly effective principal or assistant principal by
circling the most appropriate response.
Upon completion, please indicate by marking through two items in each section: (2 items
from School Improvement, 2 items from Professional Development, 2 items from
Leadership, 2 items from Monitoring Processes, and 2 items from Data Skills) that should
be removed from the questionnaire for a total of 10 items. Consider the item’s importance
in the section, its clarity, or whether it is redundant when considering items for removal.
Redundancy:
Definition: The item content is repetitious.
Clarity:
Definition: Questions are clear, succinct, and unambiguous.
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Appendix H
Results from the #2 Panel of Experts: Test for a Shift in Ambiguity
Item # Highly
effective
#1
Highly
effective
#2
Highly
ineffective
#1
Highly
ineffective
#2
1 1 1 5 4
2 1 1 4 4
3 2 1 4 5
4 2 1 3 3
5 1 1 5 4
6 1 1 5 4
7 1 1 5 3
8 1 1 4 4
9 3 1 3 4
10 1 1 5 3
11 1 1 4 4
12 2 1 5 4
13 2 1 4 4
14 2 1 4 4
15 2 1 5 4
16 1 1 5 4
17 2 1 4 4
18 2 1 4 4
19 2 1 5 4
20 1 1 5 4
21 2 1 3 3
22 2 1 4 4
23 2 1 5 4
24 2 1 5 4
25 2 1 3 4
26 2 1 4 4
27 1 1 5 4
28 1 1 5 4
29 1 1 5 3
30 1 1 4 4
31 1 1 4 3
32 1 1 3 4
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33 2 1 5 3
34 1 1 4 5
35 2 1 3 4
36 2 1 5 3
37 1 1 4 4
38 1 1 4 3
39 1 1 3 3
40 2 1 3 4
41 1 1 5 4
42 1 1 4 3
43 2 1 5 3
44 1 1 4 4
45 2 1 3 4
46 2 1 5 4
47 1 1 5 3
48 1 1 5 4
49 1 1 4 4
50 2 1 4 4
51 1 1 5 3
52 2 1 5 4
53 2 1 5 4
54 2 1 4 3
55 1 1 5 4
56 1 1 4 3
57 2 1 5 4
58 2 1 5 4
59 1 1 4 4
60 2 1 5 3
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Appendix I
Feedback from #1 & #2 Expert Panels: Items to Delete
Panel #1 Panel #2 Researcher Total
TalliesItem # #1 #2 #3 H.E.
#1
H.E.
#2
H.I.
#1
H.I.
#2
Sc
ho
ol
Im
pr
ov
em
en
t
1
2 1 1 2
3 1 1
4
5
6
7
8
9 1 1 2
10 1 1
11 1 1 1 1 1 5
12 1 1 1 1 1 5
Pr
of
es
si
on
al
D
ev
el
op
m
en
t
13
14
15
16
17
18 1 1
19
20 1 1
21
22 1 1 2
23 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 7
24 1 1 1 1 1 5
Le
ad
er
sh
ip
25 1 1
26 1 1
27 1 1
28 1 1
29 1 1 2
30 1 1
31
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32 1 1 1 1 3
33 1 1
34 1 1 1 3
35 1 1
36
M
on
it
or
in
g
Pr
oc
es
se
s
37 1 1 1 3
38 1 1
39 1 1 1 1 4
40 1 1
41
42
43 1 1 1 3
44 1 1
45
46 1 1 1 1 4
47
48
D
at
a
Sk
ill
s
49
50
51 1 1 1 1 4
52 1 1
53
54 1 1
55 1 1
56 1 1
57
58 1 1 2
59
60 1 1 1 1 1 1 5
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Appendix J
Study Information Shared with the Respondents by the Researcher
Perceptions by Heartland Educational Consortium (H.E.C.) Elementary Title I School
Principals and Assistant Principals: Data Use in Their Role as Achievement-Related
Decision Makers
by
Sherri Albritton
Problem Statement:
In the age of accountability and assessment, there is a need to ensure that data
provided, regarding student achievement, is effectively and appropriately utilized by
school site administrators in a systematic way to improve student achievement.
Purpose of the Study:
The purpose of this study is to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title I
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
Research Questions:
The purpose of this study is to identify HEC Title I principals’ and assistant
principals’ perceptions of their data use in their role as decision-makers in raising student
achievement.
1. To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive
that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
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2. What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision making?
3. Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the perceptions of
HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for achievement-related
decision making?
4. What supports and barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making do HEC
Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they experience?
194
Appendix K
Informed Consent
Informed Consent to Participate in Research
Information to Consider Before Taking Part in this Research Study
IRB Study # PRO00003080
You are being asked to take part in a research study. Research studies include only people
who choose to take part. This document is called an informed consent form. Please read
this information carefully and take your time making your decision. Ask the researcher to
discuss this consent form with you, please ask him/her to explain any words or
information you do not clearly understand. The nature of the study and other important
information about the study are listed below.
You are asked to take part in a research study called:
Perceptions by Heartland Educational Consortium (H.E.C.) Elementary Title I School
Principals and Assistant Principals: Data Use in Their Role as Achievement-Related
Decision Makers
The person who is in charge of this research study is Sherri Albritton. This person is
called the Principal Investigator. However, other research staff may be involved and can
act on behalf of the person in charge. Sherri Albritton is being guided in this research by
Steve Permuth, Ph.D.
The research will be conducted at the Heartland School Districts of Desoto, Glades,
Hardee, Hendry, Highlands, and Okeechobee.
Purpose of the study
 The purpose of this study is to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title I
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on
Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Model.
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Study Procedures
If you take part in this study, you will be asked to:
 Complete a questionnaire which will take approximately 30 minutes to complete.
The questionnaire is comprised of three parts. The first part will be a Likert
questionnaire comprised of items created by the researcher as a result of the
interviews, the requirements of Florida’s Differentiated Accountability Model,
and a review of the literature on student achievement-related data use by
principals. The second section of the questionnaire will contain two open ended
questions regarding the supports and barriers of data use in student achievement
decision making by school principals and assistant principals. The third part will
contain demographic questions on administrative title, administrative experience,
and school’s DA designation. Categorical response choices will be provided for
each of these categories, thus ensuring participants that the survey instrument is
anonymous. The research will be conducted by the researcher in a face-to-face
meeting with the Title I elementary principals and assistant principals in the
consortium. Survey instruments will be mailed to those respondents not able to
participate in the face-to-face meeting.
Total Number of Participants
About 54 individuals will take part in this study.
Alternatives
You do not have to participate in this research study.
Benefits
The potential benefits of participating in this research study include:
 Information to be shared with the district leadership who may use it to guide
administrative training or professional development.
Risks or Discomfort
This research is considered to be minimal risk. That means that the risks associated with
this study are the same as what you face every day. There are no known additional risks
to those who take part in this study.
Compensation
You will receive no payment or other compensation for taking part in this study.
Voluntary Participation / Withdrawal
You should only take part in this study if you want to volunteer. You should not feel that
there is any pressure to take part in the study. You are free to participate in this research
or withdraw at any time. There will be no penalty or loss of benefits you are entitled to
receive if you stop taking part in this study. A decision not to participate or to withdraw
your participation will not affect your employment status.
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Privacy and Confidentiality
We will keep your study records private and confidential. Certain people may need to
see your study records. By law, anyone who looks at your records must keep them
completely confidential. The only people who will be allowed to see these records are:
 The research team, including the Principal Investigator, study coordinator, and all
other research staff.
 Certain government and university people who need to know more about the
study. For example, individuals who provide oversight on this study may need to
look at your records. This is done to make sure that we are doing the study in the
right way. They also need to make sure that we are protecting your rights and
your safety.
 The USF Institutional Review Board (IRB) and its related staff who have
oversight responsibilities for this study, staff in the USF Office of Research and
Innovation, USF Division of Research Integrity and Compliance, and other USF
offices who oversee this research.
We may publish what we learn from this study. If we do, we will not include your name.
We will not publish anything that would let people know who you are.
Consent to Take Part in this Research Study
I understand that by completing the attached/enclosed questionnaire, I am agreeing to
take part in this research study.
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Appendix L
Cover Letter for the Questionnaire
Data Use by Principals and Assistant Principals in
Achievement-Related Decision Making Questionnaire
Sherri Albritton
P.O. Box 371
Wauchula, Florida 33873
salbritton@hardee.k12.fl.us
863-767-0662
Dear HEC Title I elementary principal or assistant principal:
I am the Director of Student Academic Services and Federal Programs in Hardee district
and a doctoral student at University of South Florida, Tampa, Florida. As part of my
doctoral program, I am conducting research on principal’s and assistant principal’s
perceptions of data use in achievement-related decision making (IRB #Pro00003080).
Permission to conduct this study has been granted by your superintendent but your
participation is voluntary.
I would like to request your participation by asking you to complete a brief questionnaire.
The survey instrument should take no more than 20-30 minutes to complete. Your
personal anonymity will be ensured as no school or district will be identified in reporting.
The purpose of this study is to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title I
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
The purpose of this study is to identify HEC Title I principals’ and assistant principals’
perceptions of their data use in their role as decision-makers in raising student
achievement.
1. To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals
perceive that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
2. What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
assistant principals across the several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision making?
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3. Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the
perceptions of HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for
achievement-related decision making?
4. What supports and barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making do
HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they
experience?
If you have any questions regarding this study, you may contact the researcher, Sherri
Albritton, at (863)-767-0662 or contact my faculty advisor, Dr. Steven Permuth, at the
University of South Florida Leadership Development Department of Education. He can
be reached at (813)-974-1287.
Sincerely,
Sherri Albritton
Hardee Director of Student Academic Services and Federal Programs
USF doctoral candidate
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Appendix M
Cover Letter When Mailing the Questionnaire:
Data Use by Principals and Assistant Principals in
Achievement-Related Decision Making Questionnaire
Sherri Albritton
P.O. Box 371
Wauchula, Florida 33873
salbritton@hardee.k12.fl.us
863-767-0662
date
Dear HEC Title I elementary principal or assistant principal:
I am the Director of Student Academic Services and Federal Programs in Hardee district
and a doctoral student at University of South Florida, Tampa, Florida. As part of my
doctoral program, I am conducting research on principal’s and assistant principal’s
perceptions of data use in achievement-related decision making (IRB #Pro00003080).
Permission to conduct this study has been granted by your superintendent but your
participation is voluntary.
I would like to request your participation by asking you to complete a brief questionnaire.
The survey should take no more than 20-30 minutes to complete. Your personal
anonymity will be ensured as no school or district will be identified in reporting.
The purpose of this study is to identify Heartland Educational Consortium Title I
principals’ and assistant principals’ perceptions of their use of data in their role as
decision-makers in raising student achievement with primary emphasis on Florida’s
Differentiated Accountability Model.
The purpose of this study is to identify HEC Title I principals’ and assistant principals’
perceptions of their data use in their role as decision-makers in raising student
achievement.
1. To what extent do HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals
perceive that they use data in achievement-related decision making?
2. What patterns are discernable in the perceptions of principals and
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assistant principals across the several areas of data use for
achievement-related decision making?
3. Do the perceptions of HEC Title I elementary principals differ from the
perceptions of HEC Title I elementary assistant principals in their use of data for
achievement-related decision making?
4. What supports and barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making do
HEC Title I elementary principals and assistant principals perceive that they
experience?
Enclosed you will find the Data Use by Principals and Assistant Principals in
Achievement-Related Decision Making Questionnaire and a stamped, addressed envelope
for return. After your completion of the questionnaire, please return in the stamped,
addressed envelope. Your quick response is greatly appreciated.
If you have any questions regarding this study, you may contact the researcher, Sherri
Albritton, at (863)-767-0662 or contact my faculty advisor, Dr. Steven Permuth, at the
University of South Florida Leadership Development Department of Education. He can
be reached at (813)-974-1287.
Sincerely,
Sherri Albritton
Director of Student Academic Services and Federal Programs
USF doctoral candidate
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Appendix N
Data Use by Principals and Assistant Principals in
Achievement-Related Decision Making Questionnaire
Directions:
Thank you for participating in this voluntary study. This survey instrument is designed to
determine your perception as a principal or assistant principal on data use in
achievement-related decision making. For the purpose of this survey instrument, student
achievement data is defined as data that is referenced in the Differentiated
Accountability’s Strategies and Support document.
Your honest responses are important. In order to provide anonymous responses, please do
not write your name on the survey instrument. However, other general information
requested on the survey instrument is necessary in order to run the statistical analysis
required for the study. Please be assured that your responses will be confidential and
reported only in the aggregate. No school or district will be identified.
Part I: Please indicate the extent to which each of the following statements characterizes
your perception as the principal or assistant principal by circling the most appropriate
response.
Part II: Please provide a brief but thorough response to the two Open-Ended items.
Part III: Please indicate your administrative title, administrative experience in your
current role, administrative experience in Florida, and your school’s DA designation by
marking an “X” in the appropriate
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Part I: Likert Scale
Directions: Rate each statement on the following scale by circling the most appropriate
response.
Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
School Improvement: Items 1-10 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of
data in the area of school improvement.
1) I use multiple sources of
student achievement data to
identify school improvement
strategies.
5 4 3 2 1
2) I work with the school
leadership team to analyze
student achievement data to
identify school improvement
strategies.
5 4 3 2 1
3) I work with the entire school
staff to analyze student
achievement data to identify
school improvement strategies.
5 4 3 2 1
4) I consult with the School
Advisory Council (SAC) to
analyze student achievement data
to identify school improvement
strategies.
5 4 3 2 1
5) I analyze the student
achievement data on the School
Improvement Baseline Report.
5 4 3 2 1
6) I analyze the student
achievement data on the School
Improvement Mid-year report.
5 4 3 2 1
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Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
7) I analyze trends in data over
time to determine the needs of
students.
5 4 3 2 1
8) I can match interventions to
the needs of students after an
analysis of student achievement
data.
5 4 3 2 1
9) I implement the curriculum
that is necessary after an analysis
of student achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
10) I analyze student
achievement data to determine if
strategies written in the previous
year’s School Improvement Plan
were effective.
5 4 3 2 1
Professional Development: Items 11-20 reference the principal’s and assistant
principal’s use of data in the area of professional development.
11) I have received adequate
training in analyzing student
achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
12) I have received adequate
training in analyzing Florida
Assessments for Instruction in
Reading (FAIR) reports.
5 4 3 2 1
13) I have received adequate
training in using Performance
Matters to analyze student
achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
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Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
14) I meet with my academic
coach to plan professional
development which is driven by
an analysis of student
achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
15) I have established
Professional Learning
Communities which analyze
student achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
16) I lead training in student
achievement data analysis with
my staff.
5 4 3 2 1
17) I ensure that teacher’s
Individual Professional
Development Plans (IPDPs) are
created using student
achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
18) I ensure that professional
development for staff is
determined after an analysis of
student achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
19) I ensure that teachers have
been provided training in leading
data chats with students.
5 4 3 2 1
20) I have modeled a data chat
for teachers.
5 4 3 2 1
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Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
Leadership: Items 21-30 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the
area of leadership.
21) I review student
achievement data with each
teacher in a one-on-one meeting.
5 4 3 2 1
22) I make decisions based on
student achievement data
analysis.
5 4 3 2 1
23) I provide time for teachers to
analyze student achievement
data.
5 4 3 2 1
24) I lead student achievement
data analysis at the school.
5 4 3 2 1
25) I value data as a useful tool
for instructional leadership.
5 4 3 2 1
26) I have established a school
team to analyze student
achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
27) I lead teachers to make
instructional decisions based on
student achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
28) I have established a
process to gather student
achievement data in a
systematic way.
5 4 3 2 1
29) I have established a vision for
data analysis with staff.
5 4 3 2 1
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Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
30) I communicate student
achievement data with parents.
5 4 3 2 1
Monitoring Processes: Items 31-40 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use
of data in the area of monitoring processes.
31) I monitor student
achievement data to determine
the interventions that are required
for students.
5 4 3 2 1
32) I monitor disaggregated
student achievement data to
measure student learning.
5 4 3 2 1
33) I monitor whether teachers
have data chats with students.
5 4 3 2 1
34) I monitor the
implementation of school
improvement strategies based on
student achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
35) I monitor teacher
performance based on multiple
sources of student achievement
data.
5 4 3 2 1
36) I monitor student
performance based on multiple
sources of student achievement
data.
5 4 3 2 1
37) I monitor the effectiveness
of instructional programs based
on student achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
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Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
38) I review student achievement
data from Florida’s Continuous
Improvement Model (FCIM)
mini-assessments.
5 4 3 2 1
39) I review student achievement
data throughout the year with the
leadership team.
5 4 3 2 1
40) I review student achievement
data throughout the year with the
School Advisory Council (SAC).
5 4 3 2 1
Data Skills: Items 41-50 reference the principal’s and assistant principal’s use of data in the
area of data skills.
41) I understand how Adequate
Yearly Progress (AYP) is
calculated.
5 4 3 2 1
42) I understand how the school
grade is calculated.
5 4 3 2 1
43) I am able to analyze Florida
Assessments for Instruction in
Reading (FAIR) reports.
5 4 3 2 1
44) I have technology skills to
display student achievement data
for analysis.
5 4 3 2 1
45) I have the statistical skills to
analyze student achievement
data.
5 4 3 2 1
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Strongly
Agree
Agree Neither
Agree nor
Disagree
Disagree Strongly
Disagree
46) I generate hypotheses after
an analysis of student
achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
47) I analyze student
achievement data to uncover
patterns.
5 4 3 2 1
48) I am able to navigate the
reports in Performance Matters to
analyze student achievement
data.
5 4 3 2 1
49) I examine student work with
teachers.
5 4 3 2 1
50) I influence teachers to change
instructional practices with
student achievement data.
5 4 3 2 1
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Part II: Open-ended questions:
Directions: Respond to each question as thoroughly as possible without identifying
yourself, school, or district.
1. What supports to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as principal or assistant principal? Briefly indicate
which support(s) have been the most beneficial in your role.
2. What barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as principal or assistant principal? Briefly indicate
which barrier(s) have been most critical in your role.
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Part III: Demographic data:
Directions: Please indicate your administrative title, administrative experience in your
current role, administrative experience in Florida, and school’s DA designation by
marking an “X” in the appropriate :
Administrative Title: (Indicate your current role, Principal or Assistant Principal.):
Principal
Assistant Principal
Administrative Experience: (Indicate the total number of years in your current role
as a principal OR as an assistant principal.)
0-15 years
16+ years
Administrative Experience: (Indicate the total number of years that you have been
an administrator (principal and/or assistant principal) in Florida.)
0-15 years
16+ years
Differentiated Accountability matrix designation: (Indicate the DA category for
your school for the 2010-2011 school year as a result of 2009-2010 data)
Category I: (Prevent I or Correct I) or NO DA designation
Category II: Prevent II or Correct II or Intervene
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Appendix O
Open-ended Responses from the Principals and Assistant Principals:
Supports and Barriers to Data Use
Open-ended responses from Principals
1. What supports to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as principal or assistant principal? Briefly
indicate which support(s) have been the most beneficial in your role.
P-1: no response
P-2: Performance Matters data system has been especially helpful in analyzing student
data. It helps to see school-wide trends in data based on item analysis, benchmarks, etc. It
is very beneficial in reviewing data with teachers. FCRR is also very helpful. The most
beneficial piece is the direct link to instructional materials and centers.
P-3: I like the fact that we have multiple sources of data that are available and can be
analyzed using computer programs-Success Maker 3, FAIR, Performance Matters, etc.
P-4: The implementation of Performance Matters has been the best program to be able to
put all of our assessments together to be able to look at the data by different categories
including school, grade, classroom, and teacher. We have created data teams with the
support of funding to be able to give teachers an opportunity to look at data beyond their
grade level to help with improving their methods to raise instruction to meet standards of
upcoming grades or to know where their students’ strengths and weaknesses are coming
into the grade
P-5: The biggest support has been Performance Matters. It has helped our school compile
the data. It has created a forum to use technology during our data meetings. Seeing the
data on Promethean board helps point out successes and difficulties.
P-6: Third party assessment programs-Kaplan, School Net, Performance Matters.
Training on FAIR, PMRN, and other websites that provide data.
P-7: District provides subs to discuss data individually with teachers.
P-8: HEC workshops provided, District Director has provided worksheets and data chats
at the school level. Discussions with school-site leadership team.
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P-9: Having a data driven district has been helpful. Having a data “expert” who closely
monitors and shares FCAT Test Specs and other related FCAT issues have made all the
difference. Having Performance Matters has also helped with ease of examining and
organizing data.
P-10: My academic coach has been invaluable to me in getting the data organized in such
a way that I can make leadership decisions for the school.
P-11: Performance Matters training, Compass Learning training, Mimio training, District
Data training, Success-maker training, 100-Book Challenge training. District Data
training was most helpful.
P-12: The district has been very supportive to our school. We have been granted almost
unlimited access to Performance Matters and training from Bruce and Lisa Shin at the
consortium. Essentially, they grant our every request when it comes to data collection.
P-13: Use of technology to collect, disaggregate and distribute data information, district
level training for new programs (Prof. Dev.), FCIM training by the state, Professional
reading
P-14: Scheduled progress monitoring calendar set in the summer before the school year.
Team approach in problem solving plan from various levels and expertise. Scheduled
school wide, grade level, and individual meetings to analyze data.
P-15: State level RTI training-in 3 years. Admin training-local (none10-11) up until this
year we had ½ day PD monthly. Debriefing by LRT, TRT, guidance team to keep me
current. Monthly resource team meeting of support staff. Individual reading web
searches/dialogs.
P-16: Instruction is data driven at my school. Teachers are trained in data analysis,
assessments are uniform district wide. IPDPs, Performance appraisals, parent
conferences, progress monitoring meetings, and response to intervention are all data
driven. Instruction is individualized and tailored to class and student needs based on data.
P-17: ability to manipulate data has improved over the year
P-18: 9 week data meetings are held with each teacher. The purpose is to review student
data of each child and discuss possible changes in instruction if needed. The principal,
assistant principal, guidance counselor, reading and math resource teachers are on this
data team. Team decisions are made and resources and school support is given.
P-19: Reading coaches have held several trainings on FAIR and Performance Matters.
Workshops held at DO by MIS staff. Feel our district has been up to data and on top of
data analysis.
P-20: Support from county administration. Some workshops.
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P-21: Performance Matters, FAIR, PMRN, Focus, Folio
P-22: no response
P-23: My most beneficial support has been the training we have received through
Literacy First and the assessments which go with the program, including phonemic
awareness, phonics, fluency, and comprehension. The teachers receive print outs showing
the areas the students have mastered and those still needing further work.
P-24: Professional Development-We’ve been well trained in all areas of data analysis.
P-25: By looking at the data to identify areas of weakness which by collaboration with
other school sites and other teachers being able to target strategies and materials that have
given specific results on the areas of weakness.
P-26: Identifying the bottom 25% of our student population and working with grade
levels and teachers to implement instructional strategies that would hopefully produce
student growth.
P-27: Performance Matters has been most beneficial. District support (financial) for the
hiring of subs so we can more thoroughly conduct quarterly progress monitoring
conferences with teachers. Ongoing training for teachers in data analysis and the use of
Performance Matters as an instructional tool as well as data warehouse.
P-28: The professional development and training I have received from the district, FAIR,
Performance Matters, and Compass Learning. I attended a week long leadership
conference three years ago. All of these opportunities have enhanced by (my) ability to
make decisions on student achievement and how the data should be implemented.
P-29: We use FCAT data from State of Florida as well as district provided data and data
comparisons. In addition, we use Textbook-data collection tools. Our district also
provides measurement instruments for Science and Writing. FAIR results (progress
monitoring) are analyzed 3 times a year. Progress monitoring meetings with classroom
teachers are held 3 times face-to-face and one on one with administrative team.
P-30: Over the past several years, we have used Kaplan, School Net and now
Achievement matters to monitor student achievement. These data gathering tools provide
critical information that informs instruction at my school. For k-2, we find STAR Early
Literacy a great tool to inform instruction.
Open-ended responses from Assistant Principals
1. What supports to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as principal or assistant principal? Briefly
indicate which support(s) have been the most beneficial in your role.
AP-1: Trainings offered through our District/HEC; onsite training from principal. FAIR
214
AP-2: I’ve been involved in a couple of trainings on data analysis and they were very
helpful in teaching me how to look at FCAT data and to determine if a student has made
adequate yearly progress and how to chart particular teacher’s students to determine
where professional development might be needed.
AP-3: Data chats using Literacy First, Go Math, and Mock FCAT data conducted by the
Literacy coach and the principal seem to be very beneficial. These data chats are
conducted with teachers individually.
AP-4: no response
AP-5: As a leadership team (principal, AP, and data coach) we meet weekly to discuss
data trends, analyze data and plan for ways to use the data to improve instructional
strategies. We also have twice monthly data meetings with our teachers to review data,
review assessments and plan next steps.
AP-6: I have been trained and educated on PMRN, FAIR, BME, and Benchmark
Assessments. All of this data is compiled together to determine the strategies that are
effective for student growth. The benchmark assessments have been the most useful in
monitoring student progress.
AP-7: On the FAIR assessment, we noticed we were weak in reading comprehension.
The weakness in R.C. led us to implement a new R.C. program. Performance Matters
Benchmark Assessments have been beneficial to track student achievement in reading
and math.
AP-8: District level data chats. These opportunities are the most beneficial because an
outside pair of eyes are looking at the same numbers without the vested interest you have
in your own school. It helps to view the data more objectively.
AP-9: The Heartland Educational Consortium has provided several beneficial
professional development opportunities which I have benefitted from including training
and follow up training in analyzing FAIR results, FCAT results, and Performance
Matters. The most beneficial support I have received has come from the school district
level. From the district we receive not only training in how to analyze and utilize data but
also opportunities for meaningful dialogue with district staff regarding actual school data
with reports generated by district staff.
AP-10: My district hired a consultant who has assisted me with understanding how to
figure AYP and to analyze the school Report card. My principal is a primary support
modeling all the situations listed in your questions.
AP-11: HEC has been very helpful by providing over the phone training as well as face-
to-face training. I have learned a lot in Performance Matters and am able to not only view
Benchmark tests as a predictor on what we will do on FCAT, but create and insert our
own weekly assessments that test student performance on specific benchmarks. With
this information, teachers can view what benchmarks need more instructional time.
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AP-12: The supports I have received have been minimal. My own research and skills
have aided me in supporting staff.
AP-13: The district has supported all leaders with trying to find a common data base for
all data. This allows school leaders to see all student’s data. It allows for a more closer
analysis of data. Progress Monitoring and identifying Tier 2 RTI students because of this
support is very positive towards helping student achievement.
Ap-14: see question 4
AP-15: Workshops related to the instruments of assessment (most helpful but not
sufficient).
AP-16: Using data in achievement-related decision making occurs in progress
monitoring, data chats with teachers, leadership team meetings, SAC, PTO, etc. The
school that I currently work for has experienced successful test scores, school grading
and met AYP more than any school in our district. Teachers, staff, parents, and guidance
rely heavily on this data to make instructional decisions for our students.
AP-17: Staff development, monies for subs to have leadership learn together, assistance
from district resource teachers
AP-18: Supports to data use in achievement-related decision making include a great
group of teachers who understand the need for data to drive instruction. A progress
monitoring team who meets not only 3x year to monitor progress of all students but we
also meet additional times to monitor Tier I and 2 students. It also helpful that we have
such a variety of data to analyze to make decisions.
AP-19: no response
AP-20: Our district MIS department has been very helpful with disaggregation of data
sources such as FCAT.
AP-21: The most beneficial support data is the FAIR and Performance Matters. These
two assessments provide a wealth of student achievement data needed to drive
instruction, implement interventions, promotion, retention, parent conferences, and to
prepare for weekly and annual testing. RTI provides great data in providing curriculum
interventions in determining academic needs or weaknesses.
AP-22: In-service from the district and from educational consortium have supported my
role the most. Reading professional texts has been a complementary support to the in-
service opportunities.
AP-23: Benchmark assessments (3x a year). Item analysis on classroom
assessments/curriculum-based assessments, attendance, annual state assessments. A
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collaborative effort on both administrators and teachers, using all of the data elements
listed, have been beneficial.
Open-ended responses from Principals
2. What barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as principal or assistant principal? Briefly indicate
which barrier(s) have most critical in your role.
P1: Barriers include-Skyward data system too complicated to run reports, FAIR-how test
is generated? Performance Matters-test data skewed (gridded response)
P2: Teachers feel district benchmark assessments are difficult to use to relay results to
students. Assessment formats are not similar and there is much disconnect between tests.
Teachers find it difficult to know whether students are improving or regressing as a
whole. Although trained on Performance Matters, teachers need additional time to
process their classroom data and effectively plan intervention strategies. Teachers also
need more specific training on item analysis.
P-3: There has been some resistance to relying on data from the 3 baseline tests we use
for Performance Matters by my teachers. They feel the tests are poorly written, some
questions on the tests are not accurate. They question the validity of these tests.
Personally, I liked the tests from Kaplan that we used in previous years much better than
the tests we currently use. I feel the Performance Matters website is difficult to use.
P-4: The barriers include resources especially personnel to be able to target small group
instruction for students in categories where they are not on target. Another barrier is
trying to change the way “seasoned” teachers think and focus on standards rather than
teaching a book from cover to cover.
P-5: The biggest barrier for me has been compiling all the data and determining which
direction, intervention to utilize to direct classroom instruction. Pinpointing specific
student difficulties and creating the time and resources to get the student that
individualized instruction.
P-6: Changing assessments on a annual basis reduces the validity of any form of
comparison. Our system (technology) has caused a postponient (sic) in being able to
access data on the Performance Matters website. There was very little useful district level
support for these programs (technical support).
P-7: Time, Changes from DIBELS to FAIR (gleaned more info from DIBELS)
P-8: Deciding the priority in the response to data, assisting the classroom teacher in
making instructional adjustments to meet the needed (sic) of students.
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P-9: Not having benchmarks that are 100% accurate and formulated like a true FCAT has
been a slight barrier as teachers tend to disregard the data when errors are discovered.
P-10: The types of measures are constantly changing. We are basing so many important
decisions based on FAIR and Performance Matters tests and new reading series that are
too new to be reliable.
P-11: Availability of time, Advanced training at conferences, etc. , Keeping up with
newer trends. Most critical barrier is lack of time.
P-12: We have had too many data collection tools recently: Kaplan sold out to School
Net. School Net in our opinion was inadequate. Now we have Performance Matters
which we like. It’s hard to keep the momentum going when we change the program so
often. I hope Performance matters stays in business for a while.
P-13: Excessive time spent on SIP and mid-year reports which keep me from time in
classrooms as instructional leaders of my school.
P-14: Inputting the data and time and assigning staff. Technological barriers. Lack of
knowledge concerning some specific skill analysis data.
P-15: Time to work with teachers so they can analyze data and plan. The PDCA process
breaks down at “Check/Act”.
P-16: Teachers understand the importance of data driven instruction, but the time for
giving the assessments takes away from time for instruction, especially in the primary
grades where it has to be done individually or in small groups. Meeting the varied needs
of all students based on data is difficult to manage and make sure that the other students
are engaged in meaningful learning activities while the teacher is working with small
groups.
P-17: The greatest barrier is time to do the job with a decreasing loss of personnel. In
other words, the principal and his/her core leadership team has increasing paperwork and
increasing duties. This takes away from pivotal time to analyze, discover, implement, and
monitor. This does get done, but not to the high-level of personal expectancy. Schools
need more personnel support, even if it appears to be indirect, such as paraprofessionals,
who can do tasks that “free-up” time for leadership team to do data.
P-18: Time is always a factor; however it is well worth the time needed to meet with each
teacher.
P-19: Time and energy
P-20: Technology not working. Resistant to change (most critical). Some workshops do
not address issues.
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P-21: Identifying cores issues and deficiencies. Implementing core and support programs
with fidelity across grade levels. Encouraging to analyze all data that is collected and
making the best informed decision that is best for student individual need and
implementing the individual needs by each teacher and support staff.
P-22: Time to learn new software in order to review assessment data, ie, Performance
Matters. New software not working well with district software.
P-23: The main barrier to data use is the time it consumes giving the assessments.
Teachers lose quite a bit of instructional time when giving assessments.
P-24: Time!
P-25: One of the barriers include resistance to change. It has gotten better but at first
changing instructional strategies changes were not happening. Now after man in-services,
etc. teachers are sharing, using best practices and are willing to model to groups for the
purpose of changing instruction.
P-26: Some of the data (ex.-FAIR and Performance Matters) is questionable?? Not sure
PM is based on standards? So how reliable is the date we receive?
P-27: The biggest barrier is time for everything to do.
P-28: The most critical barrier I have experienced is not all of the teachers are using the
data on a daily basis to drive their differentiated instruction.
P-29: Time for staff development to train teachers in data collection as well as data
analysis is very limited. We need multiple days throughout the year and resources to
bring in experts or train from within on topics such as data analysis, best practices, and
paradigm shift. Lack of resources and time continue to be major barriers as well as
having true expertise available for training (continuous).
P-30: We do not have a reading coach or any other coach positions at my school.
Therefore, the bulk of the analysis falls on me. I do it for school-wide info., then meet
with teachers for accountability purposes to make sure they’re doing it correctly and
using it for instructional purposes. I’m not in classrooms enough.
Open-ended responses from Assistant Principals
2. What barriers to data use in achievement-related decision making have you
experienced in your current role as principal or assistant principal? Briefly indicate
which barrier(s) have most critical in your role.
AP-1: *Opportunity. As AP, my role to maintain facilities, control discipline, provide
substitute staff/faculty, and address concerns of parents and community limits my
opportunity to work with all teachers/grade levels as a leader in decision making,
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however, I am able to be a means of support. *PD (sic) lead by principal. I do not.
*Leadership Qs (questions)-Principal leads/ I work with our grade level. *Monitoring-
limited
AP-2: The most critical barrier would be my lack of training and knowledge. However I
am not involved in School Improvement Plan, curriculum development, or professional
development. What training and knowledge I’ve had has not been utilized in order to
retain or improve.
AP-3: As an AP the greatest barrier is time. I am usually being called from data meeting
to take care of facility operational duties. Other barriers I’ve noticed are technology
related failures.
AP-4: no response
AP-5: The barrier for me was lack of experience in analyzing the data. The support of the
leadership team has enabled me to better understand, analyze and put to practical use data
in our school.
AP-6: Some barriers that I have experienced is the amount of time that data analysis and
reflection requires. Although it is timely the information that you gain is beneficial and
useful in making curriculum based decisions.
AP-7: One of the biggest barriers to achievement related decision making is not enough
time in the day. It is difficult to find time to meet with the Leadership Team and teachers
without pulling them from class. Another barrier is trying to organize data where it can be
retrieved easily. I think sometimes we get lost in the large amount of data.
AP-8: Time. Teacher training. Confidence in the reliability of formative assessment tools.
The biggest barrier is time. Collecting the data takes a lot of time by itself.
Getting/making the time to collect it, analyze it and then organize for meaningful
discussions with faculty is very difficult and presents the most significant barrier.
AP-9: Finding time to analyze data on an ongoing basis and determine the instructional
implications of that analysis is a barrier I have experienced. By the time data is received,
decisions are made, and adjustments occur it is often time to already assess again, before
enough time has passed to reasonably expect a noticeable improvement. The
assessments’ content also varies and the content that was targeted based on the previous
analysis may not be again assessed which makes it difficult to ascertain if growth has
occurred. Time constraints, however would be the most critical.
AP-10: The lack of reliable data at kindergarten through 2nd grade. Although FAIR is
available, it is teacher administered.
AP-11: The barriers in the beginning was understanding how Performance Matters
worked. We had issues with creating/scanning tests, getting data to show in each class
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and getting all the students assigned to classes. Due to this, teachers did not believe in the
system. Now that everything is working, teachers/ staff are much happier.
AP-12: Time for analysis and a complete understanding have been barriers.
AP-13: A common barrier is the minimal comfort area of interpreting data that the
regular classroom teacher is able to do. Classroom teachers need more chances to study
lessons, develop lessons, and teach lessons. This will then result in greater student
achievement and teacher instructions. Teachers will then be able to appreciate and
understand the data they have to interpret.
AP-14: see question 4.
AP-15: The pd (professional development) associated with the instruments of assessment.
Technology not working.
AP-16: Barriers to data use include using different data collection tools and providing
time for training on the use of the tools. Teachers/ school professionals become
comfortable and familiar with a tool and its alignment with high stakes testing and then
must begin the process anew when the tool changes.
AP-17: Time. Limited resources for some programs.
AP-18: Barriers to data use in achievement related decision making includes not being
able to break down some data further or the simplicity of what the data represents (e.g,
PRS-FAIR-1st-based solely on ability to read a word list in a set amount of time. A
barrier faced with only a couple of teachers is getting them to understand the importance
of ongoing data analysis.
AP-19: no response
AP-20: Too many assessments and many are not valued as reliable or valid. I do not feel
FAIR drives instruction in the same caliber as the Literacy 1st Past and Phonics
assessments. As a district we still do not have a data warehouse system that is easy to use
and a true reflection of student achievement.
AP-21: The biggest barrier is probably time and resources to provide teachers and
students in the classroom. Time is a huge factor because students are tested on items they
are not familiar with on Performance Matters. Math text and items on test are not
matched. Students (teachers) and students become frustrated.
AP-22: The most critical barrier to data use is the lack of uninterrupted time with teachers
to analyze and make instructional decisions.
AP-23: Teachers sometimes feel as though the benchmark assessments are not consistent;
therefore, the validity and at times the fidelity, become barriers when discussing data as a
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whole. I feel that this is a critical piece of information when discussing overall growth of
a school but it often becomes somewhat of a barrier.
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Appendix P
Initial Coding by the Researcher and the 2nd Coder to the Principals’ responses:
Open-Ended Item Regarding Supports to Data Use
Researcher 2nd coder
1 No Response No Response
2 PM PM
3 multiple data sources multiple data sources
4 PM, data teams, PM, data teams
5 PM, data teams, PM
6 multiple data sources, PD third party assessment programs, training
7 district support Subs
8 PD, district support HEC workshops, worksheets, data chats
9 district support data driven district, data expert, PM
10 academic coach-personnel academic coach
11
PM, PD, multiple sources of
data training
12 dist support PM, training
13 dist support technology, training, professional reading
14 team meetings PM, calendar, team meetings
15 PD, team meetings training, team meetings
16 PD, assessments, data driven training, data driven instruction
17 data skills data
18 data meetings data meetings
19 coach, PD Trainings
20 district support workshops, support
21 multiple data sources PM, FAIR, PMRN, Folio
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22 No response No response
23 PD Training
24 PD Trained
25 data skills data collaboration
26 data skills
identifying bottom 25%, implement
instructional strategies
27 PM, district support, PD, PM, district support, training
28 PM PD, training
29 data meetings, district support
data, measurement instruments, progress
monitoring
30 multiple data sources data tools
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Appendix Q
Initial Coding by the Researcher and the 2nd coder to the Assistant Principal Responses:
Open-Ended Item Regarding Supports to Data Use
Principal
# Researcher 2nd coder
1 PD Trainings
2 PD Trainings
3 data chats data chats
4 No response No response
5 data chats meetings, review data assess
6 PD, assessments trained benchmarks
7 Assessments PM, benchmark assessments
8 data chats data chats
9 PD, data chats training, meaningful dialogue
10 district support, personnel consultant principal
11 PD, HEC support training, PM
12 personal research self research
13 district support
common data base, progress
monitoring
14 No response No response
15 PD Workshops
16 data chats
progress monitoring, data chats
meetings
17 PD, district support staff development, resource teachers
18
knowledge, data chats, available
data
teachers, progress monitoring,
varied of data
19 No response No response
20 district support MIS
21 available data FAIR, PM
225
22 PD, personal reading In-service, professional texts
23 available data
BM assessments, Item analysis,
collaborative effort
226
Appendix R
Initial Coding by the Researcher and the 2nd coder to the Principal Responses: Open
-Ended Item Regarding Barriers to Data Use
Principal # Researcher 2nd coder
1 tests (data), data systems
complicated data system,
FAIR, PM
2tests (data), training, time BM assess., time, training
3 test, data system validity of tests, PM website
4
attitude, resources,
personnel personnel, seasoned teachers
5 data knowledge
compiling data, time,
resources
6
tests, data system,
technology, technical
support
assessments, technology, PM
website, district support
7 test, time
time, changes from DIBELS
to FAIR
8 data knowledge Prioritizing response
9 Test Benchmarks
10 Test
assisting teacher, changing
measures
11 time, PD time, training
12 data systems too many tools, change, PM
13 Time time
14 data knowledge time, technology knowledge
15 Time time
16 Time time, varied needs
17 time, personnel, support time, support
18 Time time,
19 time, energy time, energy
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20 technology, change
technology, resistant,
workshops
21 data analysis skills implementing
22 time, data system (PM) time, PM software
23 Time time
24 Time time
25 resistance to change resistance to change
26 Test data, PM
27 Time time
28 use of data using the data
29 time, professional dev. time, resources
30 personnel, coach lack of coach
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Appendix S
Initial Coding by the Researcher and the 2nd coder to the Assistant Principal Responses:
Open-Ended Item Regarding Barriers to Data Use
Assistant
Principal
# Researcher 2nd coder
1 time, opportunity opportunity
2 PD, knowledge lack of training
3 time, time, technology failures
4 No response No response
5 Knowledge experience
6 Time time
7
time, too much data, organize
data time, easy retrieval
8 PD, tests, time time, confidence
9 time, data knowledge time, assessments
10 Data reliable data
11 Technology understanding PM
12 Time time, understanding
13 data skills
minimal comfort interpreting
data
14 No response No response
15 PD PD, technology
16 time, PD
different data, collection
tools, time for training
17 time, resources time
18 data , assessments data
19 No response No response
229
20 Tests assessments
21
time, resources,
frustration(attitude) time, resources
22 Time time
23 BM assessments validity and fidelity of data
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Appendix T
Classification of Items by Initial Coding: Principals’ Responses to Supports to Data Use
Researcher Coder #2
Initial coding Item numbers Initial coding Item numbers
Performance
Matters
2, 4, 5,11,27,28 Performance
Matters
2, 4,
5,9,12,14,27,28
Multiple data
sources
3, 6,11, 21, 30 Multiple data
sources
3, 21
Data teams 4, 5 Data teams 4
Professional
Development
6,8,11,15,16,19,
23,24,27
Third party
assessment
programs
6
District support 7,8,9,12,13,20,27,29 training 6,11,12,13,15,16,
19, 23,24,27,28
Academic coach 10,19 substitutes 7
Team meetings 14,15 HEC workshops 8
Assessments 16 worksheets 8
Data driven 16 Data chats 8
Data skills 17,25,26 Data driven district 9
Data meetings 29 Data expert 9
Academic coach 10
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technology 13
Professional
reading
13
calendar 14
Team meetings 14,15
Data driven
instruction
16
Data 17
workshops 20
support 20
Data collaboration 25
Identifying bottom
25%
26
District support 27
Data tools 30
Data measurement
instruments
29
Progress
monitoring
29
232
Appendix U
Researcher and Coder Categories: Principals’ Responses to Supports to Data Use
Researcher Coder #2
Category name Item #s Category name Item #s
Professional
Development
6,8,11,15,16,19,23,24,27 Training 6,11,12,13,15,16,19,23,24,27,28,8,13,20
Support 7,8,9,12,13,20,27,29,10,19 Support 7,8,10,13,20,27
Data Chats 4,5,14,15,29 Data Meetings 4,8,14,15,25
Assessment 2,4,5,11,27,28,16 Performance Matters 2,4,5,9,12,14,27,28
Knowledge of Data 16,17,25,26 Data Skills 9,16,17,26,29
Data Sources 3,6,11,21,30 Multiple Data
Sources
3,21,6,30,29
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Appendix V
Cross Tabulation of Coders’ Categories: Principals’ Responses to Supports to Data Use
Coder #2
R
es
ea
rc
he
r
Tr
ai
ni
ng
Su
pp
or
t
D
at
a
m
ee
tin
gs
Pe
rf
or
m
an
c
e
M
at
te
rs
D
at
a
Sk
ill
s
M
ul
tip
le
D
at
a
So
ur
ce
s
un
m
at
ch
ed
to
ta
l
Professional
Development
9 9
Support 1 6 1 1 1 10
Data Chats 3 1 4
Assessment 5 2 7
Knowledge of
data
1 3 4
Data Sources 4 1 5
Unmatched 3 3 6
Total matched
and unmatched
13 6 4 8 5 5 4 45
234
Appendix W
Classification of Items by Initial Coding: Assistant Principals’ Responses to Supports to
Data Use
Researcher Coder #2
Initial coding Item numbers Initial coding Item numbers
Professional
Development
1,2,6,9,11,15,17,22 Training 1,2,9,11
Data chats 3,5,8,9,16,18 Data chats 3,8,16
Assessments 6,7 meetings 5
District support 10,13,17,20 Review data
assessments
5
Personnel 10 Trained benchmarks 6
HEC support 11 Performance
Matters
7,11
Personal research 12 Benchmark
Assessments
7,23
Knowledge 18 Meaningful
dialogue
8
Available data 18,21,23 Consultant principal 10
Personal reading 22 Self-research 12
Common data base 13
Progress monitoring 13,16,18
workshops 15
Staff development 17
Resource teachers 17
teachers 18
Variety data 18
MIS 20
FAIR, PM 21
inservice 22
Professional texts 22
Item analysis 23
Collaborative effort 23
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Appendix X
Researcher and Coder Categories: Assistant Principals’ Responses to Supports to
Data Use
Researcher Coder #2
Category name Item #s Category name Item #s
Professional
Development
1,2,6,9,11,15,17,22,12 training 1,2,9,11,12,15,17,2
2,6
Data Chats 3,5,8,9,16,18 Data chats 3,8,16,5,23,18
Support 10,13,17,20,11 Progress
monitoring
13,16,18,5
Data skills 18 Data sources 18,21,7,23,11
Available data 6,7,18,21,23 support 20,17,10,13
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Appendix Y
Cross Tabulation of Coders’ Categories: Assistant Principals’ Responses to Supports to
Data Use
Coder #2
re
se
ar
ch
er
Training Data
Chats
Data
Sources
Support Progress
Monitoring
Total
Professional
Development
9 9
Data Chats 5 1 6
Support 4 1 5
Data Skills 1 1
Available data 4 4
1 1 4 6
Total 9 6 5 4 4 3 31
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Appendix Z
Classification of Items by Initial Coding: Principals’ Responses to Barriers to Data Use
Researcher Coder #2
Initial coding Item numbers Initial coding Item numbers
Tests (data) 1,2,3,6,7,9,10, 26 Complicated
data system
1
Data systems 1,3,6,12,22 FAIR,
Performance
Matters
1,3,6,12,22,26
Training/Professional
development
2,11,29 Benchmark
Assessments
2,9
Time 2,7,11,13,15,16,17,18,19,
22, 23,24, 29
Time 2,5,7,11,13,14,15,16,17,18
, 19, 22,23, 24,27,28, 29
Attitude 4 training 2,11,20
Resources 4 Validity of
tests
3
Personnel 4,17,30 personnel 4
Data knowledge 5,8,14 Seasoned
teachers
4
Technology 6,20 Compiling data 5
Technical support 6 resources 5, 29
Support 17 assessments 6
Energy 19 technology 6,20
Change 20, 25 District support 6
Data analysis skills 21 change 7,12
Use of data 28 prioritizing 8
Changing
measures
10
Assisting
teachers
10
Too many tools 12
Technology
knowledge
14
Varied needs 16
support 17
energy 19
resistant 20
implementing 21
Resistant to
change
25
data 26
Using the data 28
Lack of coach 30
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Appendix AA
Researcher and Coder Categories: Principals’ Responses to Barriers to Data Use
Researcher Coder #2
Category name Item #s Category name Item #s
Data Source 1,2,3,6,7,9,10,26 Assessments 1,3,6,12,22,26,2,9
Data System 1,3,6,12,22 Data System 1
Professional
Development
2,11,29 Training 2,11,20
Time 2,7,11,13,15,16,17,18,19,22,23,24,29 time 2,5,7,11,13,14,15,16,17,
18,19,22,
23,24,27,28,29,8
Change 20,25,4,10,7,12 support 4,17,6,30,10, 29
Support 4,17,30,6,29 change 4,25,20,7,12,10
Technology 6,20,14 Data knowledge 5,26,28
Use of data 21,28,5,8,14 technology 6,20,14
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Appendix BB
Cross Tabulation of Coders’ Categories: Principals’ Responses to Barriers to Data Use
Coder #2
R
es
ea
rc
he
r
Assess-
ments
Data
system
Train
-ing
time Support Change Data
Know
-ledge
Tech-
nology
total
Data Source 6 2 8
Data System 4 1 5
Professional
Develop-ment
2 1 1 4
Time 13 13
Change 6 6
Support 4 4
technology 3 3
Use of data 2 3 5
2 1 4 2 1 1 11
Total 12 1 3 17 7 6 3 4 6 59
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Appendix CC
Classification of Items by Initial Coding: Assistant Principals’ Responses to Barriers to
Data Use
Researcher Coder #2
Initial coding Item numbers Initial coding Item numbers
Time 1,3,6,7,8,9,12,16,17,21,22 opportunity 1
Opportunity 1 training 2,15
Professional development 2,8,15,16 time 3,6,7,8,9,12,16,17,21,22
Data knowledge 2,5,9 technology 3,15
Too much data 7 experience 5
Organize data 7 Easy retrieval 7
Tests/assessments 8,18,20 confidence 8
Technology 11 assessments 9,20
Data skills 13 Reliable data 10
Resources 17,21 Understanding Performance Matters 11
Data 10,18 understanding 12
Frustration(attitude) 21 Minimal comfort interpreting data 13
Benchmark assessments 23 Different data 16
Collection tools 16
data 18
resources 21
Validity and fidelity of data 23
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Appendix DD
Researcher and Coder Categories: Assistant Principals’ Responses to Barriers to Data
Use
Researcher Coder #2
Category name Item #s Category name Item #s
Time 1,3,6,7,8,9,12,16,17,21,22 Time 1,3,6,7,8,9,12,16,17,21,22
Professional Development 2,8,15,16 Training 2,15
Assessments 8,18,20,23 Assessments 23,9,20,8,10
Data skills 13,7, 2,5,9 Data skills 13,12,5,11, 7
Data 10,18,7,11 resources 21
Resources 17,21 technology 3,15
Data 16
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Appendix EE
Cross Tabulation of Coders’ Categories: Assistant Principals’ Responses to Barriers to
Data Use
Coder #2
R
es
ea
rc
he
r
Time Training Assessments Data
Skills
Resources Tech-
nology
Data total
Time 11 11
Professional
Development
2 2 4
Assess-ments 3 1 4
Data Skills 3 1 4
Data 1 1 2 4
resources 1 1 2
1 1 2 1 5
Total 11 2 5 5 1 2 1 7 34
